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JULY 19, 2011
AGENDA

ORDER OF BUSINESS: Regular meetings of the Finance Committee and the Ordinance Committee begin at 12:30 p.m.
The regular City Council meeting begins at 2:00 p.m. in the Council Chamber at City Hall.

REPORTS: Copies of the reports relating to agenda items are available for review in the City Clerk's Office, at the Central
Library, and http://www.SantaBarbaraCA.gov. In accordance with state law requirements, this agenda generally contains
only a brief general description of each item of business to be transacted or discussed at the meeting. Should you wish
more detailed information regarding any particular agenda item, you are encouraged to obtain a copy of the Council
Agenda Report (a "CAR") for that item from either the Clerk's Office, the Reference Desk at the City's Main Library, or
online at the City's website (http://www.SantaBarbaraCA.gov). Materials related to an item on this agenda submitted to
the City Council after distribution of the agenda packet are available for public inspection in the City Clerk’s Office located
at City Hall, 735 Anacapa Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101, during normal business hours.

PUBLIC COMMENT: At the beginning of the 2:00 p.m. session of each regular City Council meeting, and at the
beginning of each special City Council meeting, any member of the public may address the City Council concerning any
item not on the Council's agenda. Any person wishing to make such address should first complete and deliver a “Request
to Speak” form prior to the time that public comment is taken up by the City Council. Should City Council business
continue into the evening session of a regular City Council meeting at 6:00 p.m., the City Council will allow any member of
the public who did not address them during the 2:00 p.m. session to do so. The total amount of time for public comments
will be 15 minutes, and no individual speaker may speak for more than 1 minute. The City Council, upon majority vote,
may decline to hear a speaker on the grounds that the subject matter is beyond their jurisdiction.

REQUEST TO SPEAK: A member of the public may address the Finance or Ordinance Committee or City Council
regarding any scheduled agenda item. Any person wishing to make such address should first complete and deliver a
“‘Request to Speak” form prior to the time that the item is taken up by the Finance or Ordinance Committee or City
Council.

CONSENT CALENDAR: The Consent Calendar is comprised of items that will not usually require discussion by the City
Council. A Consent Calendar item is open for discussion by the City Council upon request of a Councilmember, City staff,
or member of the public. Items on the Consent Calendar may be approved by a single motion. Should you wish to
comment on an item listed on the Consent Agenda, after turning in your “Request to Speak” form, you should come
forward to speak at the time the Council considers the Consent Calendar.

AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT: In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special
assistance to gain access to, comment at, or participate in this meeting, please contact the City Administrator's Office at
564-5305 or inquire at the City Clerk's Office on the day of the meeting. If possible, notification at least 48 hours prior to
the meeting will enable the City to make reasonable arrangements in most cases.

TELEVISION COVERAGE: Each regular City Council meeting is broadcast live in English and Spanish on City TV
Channel 18 and rebroadcast in English on Wednesdays and Thursdays at 7:00 p.m. and Saturdays at 9:00 a.m., and in
Spanish on Sundays at 4:00 p.m. Each televised Council meeting is closed captioned for the hearing impaired. Check
the City TV program guide at www.citytv18.com for rebroadcasts of Finance and Ordinance Committee meetings, and for
any changes to the replay schedule.


http://www.ci.santa-barbara.ca.us/
http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/

ORDER OF BUSINESS

12:30 p.m. - Finance Committee Meeting, David Gebhard Public
Meeting Room, 630 Garden Street
12:30 p.m. - Ordinance Committee Meeting, Council Chamber
2:00 p.m. - City Council Meeting

FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING - 12:30 P.M. IN THE DAVID GEBHARD PUBLIC
MEETING ROOM, 630 GARDEN STREET (120.03)

Subject: June 30, 2011, Investment Report And June 30, 2011, Fiscal Agent
Report

Recommendation: That the Finance Committee recommend that Council:
A. Accept the June 30, 2011, Investment Report; and
B. Accept the June 30, 2011, Fiscal Agent Report.

(See Council Agenda Item No. 3)

ORDINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING - 12:30 P.M. IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBER
(120.03)

Subject: Municipal Code Title 17, Chapter 36, Amendments Pertaining To Harbor
Parking

Recommendation: That the Ordinance Committee forward a recommendation to the
City Council to approve an ordinance amending Santa Barbara Municipal Code Title 17,
Chapter 36, pertaining to parking in the harbor parking lot.
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REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING — 2:00 P.M.

CALL TO ORDER

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

ROLL CALL

CHANGES TO THE AGENDA

PUBLIC COMMENT

CONSENT CALENDAR
1. Subject: Minutes

Recommendation: That Council waive the reading and approve the minutes of
the regular meeting of April 26, 2011, the special meeting of June 9, 2011, and
the adjourned regular meeting of June 13, 2011.

2. Subject: Purchase Order With Univision To Broadcast Creeks Division
Spanish Language PSAs (540.14)

Recommendation: That Council:
A. Accept contributions of $3,400 from the County of Santa Barbara and
$3,000 from the City of Goleta;

B. Increase appropriations and estimated revenues by $6,400 in the Fiscal
Year 2012 Creeks Restoration and Water Quality Improvement Fund; and
C. Authorize the General Services Manager to issue a purchase order in the

amount of $20,400 to Univision for a Spanish language public awareness
campaign on creek and ocean water pollution prevention.

3. Subject: June 30, 2011, Investment Report And June 30, 2011, Fiscal Agent
Report (260.02)

Recommendation: That Council:

A. Accept the June 30, 2011, Investment Report; and
B. Accept the June 30, 2011, Fiscal Agent Report.
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CONSENT CALENDAR (CONT’'D)

4.

Subject: Records Destruction For Finance Department (160.06)

Recommendation: That Council adopt, by reading of title only, A Resolution of
the Council of the City of Santa Barbara Relating to the Destruction of Records
Held by the Finance Department in the Administration, Accounting, General
Services, Risk Management, and Treasury Divisions.

Subject: Representative Services Agreement With Carpi & Clay, Inc.
(570.03)

Recommendation: That Council authorize the City Administrator to execute a
Representative Services Agreement between the City of Santa Barbara and
Carpi & Clay, Inc., doing business as Carpi, Clay & Smith, for liaison and contact
services with the United States Government, at a rate not to exceed $1,600 per
month, and in a total amount not to exceed $38,400 for Fiscal Years 2012 and
2013.

NOTICES

6.

The City Clerk has on Thursday, July 14, 2011, posted this agenda in the Office
of the City Clerk, on the City Hall Public Notice Board on the outside balcony of
City Hall, and on the Internet.

This concludes the Consent Calendar.

REPORT FROM THE FINANCE COMMITTEE

REPORT FROM THE ORDINANCE COMMITTEE

CITY COUNCIL ADMINISTRATIVE AND ATTORNEY REPORTS

FINANCE DEPARTMENT

7.

Subject: Reserve Policies (210.01)

Recommendation: That Council:

A. Receive a report regarding the current policy for the establishment of
operating and capital reserves pursuant to City Council-adopted
Resolution No. 95-157;

B. Provide staff and the Finance Committee with feedback and direction for
improving the policies; and

(Cont'd)
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CITY COUNCIL ADMINISTRATIVE AND ATTORNEY REPORTS (CONT’'D)

FINANCE DEPARTMENT (CONT'D)

7. (Cont’d)

C. Refer the item to the Finance Committee for further discussion and
analysis and the development of recommended modifications to the
policies for City Council consideration.

(Continued from July 12, 2011, Agenda Item No. 19)

PUBLIC HEARINGS

8. Subject: Appeals Of Decisions Of The Planning Commission And The
Single Family Design Board Regarding A New Residence And An
Additional Dwelling Unit At 1233 Mission Ridge Road (640.07)

Recommendation: That Council:

A. Deny the appeals of the Law Office of Marc Chytilo, representing Judy and
David Denenholz; and

B. Uphold the decisions of the Single Family Design Board for Project Design
Approval and the Planning Commission's denial of a prior appeal of the
Staff Hearing Officer's approval of a Performance Standard Permit for an
additional dwelling unit, making the findings included in the Council
Agenda Report and subject to the Conditions of Approval in Planning
Commission Resolution 005-2011.

COUNCIL AND STAFF COMMUNICATIONS

COUNCILMEMBER COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENT REPORTS

ADJOURNMENT
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
FINANCE COMMITTEE

MEETING AGENDA
DATE: July 19, 2011 Dale Francisco, Chair
TIME: 12:30 P.M. Michael Self
PLACE: David Gebhard Public Meeting Room Bendy White
630 Garden Street
James L. Armstrong Robert Samario
City Administrator Finance Director

ITEM TO BE CONSIDERED:

Subject: June 30, 2011, Investment Report And June 30, 2011, Fiscal Agent Report

Recommendation: That Finance Committee recommend that Council:
A. Accept the June 30, 2011, Investment Report; and
B. Accept the June 30, 2011, Fiscal Agent Report.

(See Council Agenda Item No. 3)



CITY OF SANTA BARBARA

ORDINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING

MEETING AGENDA

DATE:  July 19, 2011 Grant House, Chair
TIME: 12:30 p.m. Frank Hotchkiss
PLACE: Council Chambers Randy Rowse
Office of the City Office of the City
Administrator Attorney

Lori Pedersen Stephen P. Wiley
Administrative Analyst City Attorney

ITEM FOR CONSIDERATION

Subject: Municipal Code Title 17, Chapter 36, Amendments Pertaining To
Harbor Parking

Recommendation: That the Ordinance Committee forward a recommendation to the City
Council to approve an ordinance amending Santa Barbara Municipal Code Title 17,
Chapter 36, pertaining to parking in the harbor parking lot.



File Code No. 120.03

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA

ORDINANCE COMMITTEE AGENDA REPORT

AGENDA DATE:  July 19, 2011

TO: Ordinance Committee

FROM: Administrative Division, Waterfront Department

SUBJECT: Municipal Code Title 17, Chapter 36, Amendments Pertaining To
Harbor Parking

RECOMMENDATION:

That the Ordinance Committee forward a recommendation to the City Council to approve
an ordinance amending Santa Barbara Municipal Code Title 17, Chapter 36, pertaining to
parking in the harbor parking lot.

DISCUSSION:

Department staff annually reviews Santa Barbara Municipal Code (SBMC) Title 17
(“Harbor”) to ensure that it accurately and adequately describes policies and procedures
utilized to fairly, comprehensively and decisively administer Waterfront affairs and
provides the legal framework for doing so.

Staff has worked with the City Attorney’s Office to identify Chapters or Sections of Title
17 it believes should be added, deleted or amended. This report identifies amendments
proposed for SBMC Chapter 17.36—Waterfront Parking.

DISCUSSION
Municipal Code Chapter 17.36 Waterfront Parking
Staff has three primary objectives for proposed amendments to Chapter 17.36:

e Eliminate any reference to storing trailers in Harbor parking lots. Because
parking lots are for parking, not storage, and because there is no definition of
“storage” in Title 17 of the Municipal Code, any mention of storage, whether
permissive or prohibitive, leaves open the question of what storage is permitted
and when, if ever, it is appropriate or legal to park vehicles beyond posted time
limits.

e Define exactly where boat trailers may be parked in the Harbor main lot (“in
designated boat trailer stalls next to the small-vessel launch ramp”). Boaters
commonly refer to this area as the Launch Ramp Parking Lot, but its location is



Ordinance Committee Agenda Report
Municipal Code Title 17, Chapter 36, Amendments Pertaining To Harbor Parking
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not designated or defined in the Municipal Code, nor is it distinguished from the
rest of the Harbor main parking lot.

e Clarify that parking of any other kind of trailer (other than boat trailers) in the
Harbor lot requires written permission of the Waterfront Director.

These changes are reflected in the following:

e Existing Section 17.36.030 has been eliminated. The first clause in this section
is a policy statement not applicable to the Municipal Code, and the second
clause is contained, word for word, in the Department’s Rate and Fee Resolution.

e A new Section 17.36.030 clarifies that:

0 Boat trailers may be parked in designated areas of the Harbor main lot.
No other type of trailer, other than a boat trailer, may be parked in the lot.

e A new Section 17.36.040 clarifies that:
o0 No person shall park a boat trailer outside designated areas of the Harbor
main lot without written permission of the Waterfront Director.

CONCLUSION:

These amendments eliminate any reference to trailer storage in the Harbor lot and help
clarify exactly where boat trailers may be parked in that lot. It also makes clear that no
other type of trailer shall be allowed to park in the Harbor lot without permission of the
Waterfront Director.

ATTACHMENT: Draft Ordinance, showing changes
PREPARED BY: Mick Kronman, Harbor Operations Manager
SUBMITTED BY: Scott Riedman, Interim Waterfront Director
APPROVED BY: City Administrator's Office



ORDINANCE INTRODUCTION DRAFT
JULY 19, 2011
SHOWING CHANGES FROM EXISTING CODE

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
SANTA BARBARA AMENDING TITLE 17 CHAPTER 17.36
PERTAINING TO OPERATIONS AT THE WATERFRONT.

THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA BARBARA DOES ORDAIN AS
FOLLOWS :

SECTION 1. Chapter 17.36 of Title 17 of the Santa
Barbara Municipal Code is amended to read as follows:

17.36.010 Parking Fees in Waterfront Parking Lots.

Parking fees and permit system for Waterfront Parking
Lots shall be established by resolution of the City

Council.

17.36.020 Parking for Certain Purposes Prohibited.

A. IMPROPER USE OF WATERFRONT LOT. No person shall park
a vehicle iIn any Waterfront parking lot for the principal
purpose of displaying such vehicle for sale, repairing such
vehicle, except repairs necessitated by an emergency, or
washing such vehicle.

B. INOPERABLE VEHICLES. No person shall park or permit

to remain, any motor vehicle which Is wrecked or inoperable



for a period longer than two (2) hours iIn any Waterfront
parking lot.

C. NO VEHICLES TO REMAIN IN PARKING LOT PAST TIME OF

PARKING LOT CLOSING. No person shall leave a vehicle iIn

a Waterfront parking lot past the posted closing time.

17.36.64030 oo ol Herber Popeme Lol lepr Cleorace o
i hibited ! I L

Chief-Trailer Parking in Harbor Parking Lot

A. BOAT TRAILER PARKING PERMITTED. Persons who own or

have possession of boat trailers shall be allowed to park

boat trailers in the Harbor parking lot in designated boat-

trailer parking stalls located adjacent to the small-vessel

launch ramp for a period of time not to exceed three (3)




consecutive nights. For the purpose of this section, one

night’s parking i1s defined as parking a boat trailer iIn a

designated trailer parking stall any time between the hours

of midnight to 4:00 a.m. No trailer, other than a boat

trailer, shall be allowed to park In a parking stall iIn the

Harbor 1lot without the prior written permission of the

Waterfront Director or his designee. No—person—who—owns,—oF
I ion. I ] - il hall

B. BOAT TRAILER PARKING PROHIBITED. No person who owns

or has possession of a boat trailer shall park such trailer

in any area of the Harbor parking lot other than as

provided in Section 17.36.030A herein without the prior

written permission of the Waterfront Director or his or her

designee.In the event a trailer i1s parked or stored in the
I ki ] . . s od F o 3



C. BOAT TRAILER PARKING [IN VIOLATION OF THIS SECTION;

REMOVAL OF TRAILER AND PENALTIES. Any boat trailer parked

in violation of this section may be removed by the City of

Santa Barbara Police Department 1in accordance with the

requirements of the California Vehicle Code and the owner

or person in possession of the boat trailer parked in

violation of this Section may be prosecuted iIn accordance

with Santa Barbara Municipal Code Chapter 1.28.

17.36.04056 72-hour Vehicle Parking Limit in Harbor

Parking Lot.

No person who owns, or has possession, custody or control
of any vehicle shall park, stop or leave the vehicle in the
same parking space in the Harbor parking lot in excess of a
period of seventy-two (72) consecutive hours, except
persons with valid permits or prepaid permits as
established by City Council Resolution, under the following
circumstances:

A. Vehicles owned by harbor slip holders who have also
been issued a valid Waterfront slip-holder®s parking permit
will be allowed unlimited parking in the Harbor parking
lot, providing that such vehicles are currently registered

with the California Department of Motor Vehicles and are



fully operational.

B. Any person wishing to park a vehicle in the Harbor
parking lot over the seventy-two (72) hour limit may be
allowed to do so, providing:

1. The vehicle owner registers with the Waterfront
Parking office prior to leaving the vehicle in the Harbor
lot.

2. The vehicle owner pays, in advance, the
appropriate daily parking fee for each twenty-four (24)
hour period the vehicle will remain in the Harbor parking
lot, provided that any vehicle bearing a Waterfront parking
permit will be allowed to park for the first seventy-two

(72) hours at no charge.

17.36.05068 Penalties for Vehicle Parking Over 72 Hours

in Harbor Parking Lot.

In the event a vehicle is parked, stopped or left
standing in the Harbor parking lot in excess of a period of
seventy-two (72) consecutive hours, does not have a valid
slip holder parking permit, and has not been registered
with the Waterfront parking office in advance, the vehicle
may be cited and any member of the Police Department

authorized by the Chief of Police may remove the vehicle



from the Harbor parking lot in the manner and consistent

with the requirements of the California Vehicle Code.

17.36.060+8 Oversized Vehicles In Harbor Parking Lot.

All vehicles over twenty fTeet (207) 1iIn length are
prohibited from parking in the Harbor Parking Lot,
excepting those vehicles exempted by resolution of City

Council.

17.36.07086 Oversize Vehicles i1n Waterfront Parking

Lots.

All vehicles over thirty three (33) feet in length are
prohibited from entering or using any Waterfront Parking
Lot, excepting those vehicles exempted by resolution of

City Council.

17.36.08096 Oversize Vehicles in Designated Waterfront

Parking Lots.

The Waterfront Director shall designate parking spaces in
Waterfront Parking Lots, including a Jlimited number of

oversize parking spaces, by signs, pavement stripes or



other means of designation.

A. PARKING IN DESIGNATED PARKING STALLS ONLY. No

vehicle shall be stopped, left standing or parked iIn any

Waterfront Parking Lot, other than within a single marked

stall-space designated for that size of vehicle.
B. No vehicle shall be stopped, left standing or parked
. ki ’ ) _
BE. PARKING IN MARKED STALLS ONLY. No vehicle shall be

stopped, left standing or parked In any Waterfront Parking
Lot, at angles, horizontally, diagonally or otherwise

across the lines marking a parking stallspace designated

for parking a vehicle.

CBb. NO PARKING IN OVERSIZED STALLS. No vehicle that is

less than twenty (20) feet in length shall be stopped, left
standing or parked in any Waterfront Parking Lot, within a

parking stall space designated for an oversize vehicle.

DE. NO PARKING OF OVERSIZED VEHICLES IN PASSENGER

VEHICLE STALLS. No vehicle that 1is over twenty (20)

feet in length shall be stopped, left standing or parked in

any Waterfront Parking Lot, within a parking stall space

designated for passenger vehicles of ordinary length (less

than twenty (20) feet).



17.36.0904060 No Personal Property in Parking Stalls.

No person shall occupy, Fill or obstruct a space
designated for parking in any Waterfront Parking Lot with
any ehaitrs—ecarpet;—mat;—appliances—beach—gears—equipment—or
ether—personal property other than a vehicle appropriate
for the size of the parking stall, except by special permit

of the Waterfront Director.



CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
CITY COUNCIL MINUTES

REGULAR MEETING
April 26, 2011
COUNCIL CHAMBER, 735 ANACAPA STREET

CALL TO ORDER

Mayor Helene Schneider called the meeting to order at 2:00 p.m. (The Finance
Committee met at 12:00 noon and the Ordinance Committee met at 12:30 p.m.)

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Mayor Schneider.
ROLL CALL

Councilmembers present: Dale Francisco, Frank Hotchkiss, Grant House, Randy
Rowse, Michael Self, Bendy White, Mayor Schneider.

Councilmembers absent: None.

Staff present. City Administrator James L. Armstrong, City Attorney Stephen P. Wiley,
City Clerk Services Manager Cynthia M. Rodriguez.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Speakers: Courtney Coswell-Peyton, Casa Esperanza; Angela Bell, Freedom to
Choose Foundation; Kenneth Loch; Geof Bard; K8 Longstory.

ITEM REMOVED FROM CONSENT CALENDAR

2. Subject: Economic Development Designation For 34 West Victoria Street Project
(640.09)

Recommendation: That Council find that the development project at 34 West
Victoria Street meets the definition of an Economic Development Project, and
grant the project a Final Economic Development Designation for an allocation of
3,437 square feet of nonresidential floor area.

Documents:
April 26, 2011, report from the Assistant City Administrator/Community
Development Director.
(Cont'd)
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(Cont'd)

Speakers:
Staff: Project Planner Allison De Busk.

Motion:

Councilmembers White/Francisco to approve the recommendation.
Vote:

Majority voice vote (Noes: Councilmember Self).

CONSENT CALENDAR (Item Nos. 1 and 3 —5)

Motion:

Vote:

Councilmembers Hotchkiss/Rowse to approve the Consent Calendar as
recommended.

Unanimous voice vote.

Subject: March 31, 2011, Investment Report And March 31, 2011, Fiscal Agent
Report (260.02)

Recommendation: That Council:
A. Accept the March 31, 2011, Investment Report; and
B. Accept the March 31, 2011, Fiscal Agent Report.

Action: Approved the recommendations (April 26, 2011, report from the Finance
Director).

Subject: Integrated Pest Management 2010 Annual Report (330.01)

Recommendation: That Council accept the Integrated Pest Management 2010
Annual Report.

Action: Approved the recommendation (April 26, 2011, report from the Parks and
Recreation Director).

Subject: 2904 State Street Lease By Housing Authority To WillBridge (660.04)

Recommendation: That Council approve the leasing of the affordable rental
property at 2904 State Street by the Housing Authority to WillBridge for use as
transitional housing for formerly homeless persons.

Speakers:
Members of the Public: Reverend Doug Miller, Greater Santa Barbara
Clergy Association and the Interfaith Initiative; Geof Bard.

Action: Approved the recommendation (April 26, 2011, report from the Assistant
City Administrator/Community Development Director).
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NOTICES

5. The City Clerk has on Thursday, April 21, 2011, posted this agenda in the Office
of the City Clerk, on the City Hall Public Notice Board on the outside balcony of
City Hall, and on the Internet.

This concluded the Consent Calendar.
REPORT FROM THE FINANCE COMMITTEE
Finance Committee Chair Dale Francisco reported that the Committee met to discuss
the March 31, 2011, Investment and Fiscal Agent reports, which were approved by
Council as part of this agenda’s Consent Calendar (Agenda Item No. 1). The
Committee also received a report from Staff on the Proposed Two-Year Financial Plan
for Fiscal Years 2012 and 2013.
REPORT FROM THE ORDINANCE COMMITTEE
Ordinance Committee Chair Grant House reported that the Committee met to discuss
amendments to the Plumbing Code, which were recommended for approval by the full
Council in the near future.

CITY COUNCIL ADMINISTRATIVE AND ATTORNEY REPORTS

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES DEPARTMENT

6. Subject: Recommendation To Conduct The 2011 General Municipal Election As
A Vote-By-Mail Election And Authorization To Purchase Signature Verification
System (110.03)

Recommendation: That Council:

A. Authorize the City Clerk to conduct the November 2011 General Municipal
Election as a Vote-By-Mail (VBM) Election; and

B. Appropriate $12,000 from Appropriated Reserves to purchase a signature
verification system.

Documents:
- April 26, 2011, report from the Assistant City Administrator/Administrative
Services Director.
- PowerPoint presentation prepared and made by Staff.

Speakers:
Staff: Assistant City Administrator/Administrative Services Director
Marcelo Lopez, City Clerk Services Manager Cynthia Rodriguez.

(Cont'd)
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6.  (Contd)

Motion:

Councilmembers White/Hotchkiss to approve the recommendations.
Vote:

Unanimous voice vote.

MAYOR AND COUNCIL REPORTS

7. Subject: Request From Councilmembers Frank Hotchkiss And Randy Rowse
Regarding City Enforcement Of Existing State Laws And Municipal Ordinances
(Transient-Related Street Crimes) (520.04)

Recommendation: That Council hold a discussion to examine the effectiveness
of City enforcement of existing State laws and the City’s municipal ordinances
concerning transient-related street crimes.

Documents:
- April 26, 2011, report from the City Administrator.
- PowerPoint presentation prepared and made by Staff.
- April 26, 2011, photographs and DVD submitted by Paul Gifford, Blue
Sands Motel.

Speakers:

- Staff: City Attorney Steve Wiley, Deputy Police Chief Frank Mannix,
Police Sergeant Ed Olson, Police Captain Alex Altavilla.

- Members of the Public: Nancy Kapp, New Beginnings; Heather
Sheppard; Pat Love; Michael Stowell; Reverend Doug Miller, Santa
Barbara Clergy Association and Santa Barbara Interfaith Initiative; Emily
Allen; Jim Westby; Sharon Byrne; Gregory Goddard; Ed Monon; Paul
Gifford; Kellam de Forest; John Dixon, Tri-County Produce; Casey Hurd,
Car Stereo Guys; Steve Thompson; John Daly; Bob Jacquemir; Deborah
Barnes, Worth Street Outreach; Geof Bard; Alan Howard; Holly Walters.

Discussion:
City Attorney Steve Wiley provided an update on existing State laws and
the City’s municipal ordinances regarding transient-related street crimes.
Police Department Staff provided a brief overview on transient-related
street crimes occurring in the City, and the Department’s Restorative
Policing Program. Staff answered Councilmembers’ questions.

RECESS

5:10 p.m. - 5:20 p.m.
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PUBLIC HEARINGS

8. Subject: Appeals Of The Planning Commission Approval Of The Highway 101
Operational Improvements Salinas Ramps Coastal Development Permit
Amendment (640.07)

Recommendation: That Council deny both appeals and uphold the decision of
the Planning Commission to approve the Highway 101 Operational
Improvements Salinas Ramps Coastal Development Permit Amendment.

Documents:

April 26, 2011, report from the Assistant City Administrator/Community
Development Director.

Affidavit of Publication.

PowerPoint presentation prepared and made by Staff.

April 22, 2011, letter from Attorney Susan Petrovich, representing the
Appellant.

April 26, 2011, color maps submitted by Attorney Susan Petrovich,
representing the Appellant.

April 26, 2011, letter from Robert F. Adams.

April 26, 2011, letter from Bob Cunningham.

Public Comment Opened:

5:21 p.m.

Speakers:

Staff: Associate Planner Daniel Gullett.

Planning Commission: Commissioner Bruce Bartlett.

Architectural Board of Review: Members Chris Manson-Hing, Paul Zink,
Chris Gilliland.

Appellant: Philip Suding, Attorney Susan Petrovich.

Applicant: Government Relations & Public Information Coordinator Gregg
Hart, Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG); Hot
Springs Project Manager David Beard, California Department of
Transportation.

Members of the Public: Bob Short, Montecito Association; Kellam de
Forest; Alex Pujo.

Public Comment Closed:

4/26/2011

7:25 p.m.

(Cont'd)
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8.

(Cont'd)

Motion:

Councilmembers Rowse/Self to deny the appeals and direct staff to return

to Council with a resolution of findings within two weeks that includes the

following:

1) SBCAG and Caltrans to work with the Design Review Team and the
appropriate City Boards on additional landscaping details and designs;
and

2) Applicant to:

a) Solidify the Contingency Fund Program for the maintenance of the
landscaping, committing to a period longer than the statewide
three-year standard;

b) Work with Parks and Recreation Department Staff on the feasibility
of adding skyline trees on the municipal tennis court side of the
sound wall; and

c) Include sound attenuation paving to the project.

Vote:
Maijority voice vote (Noes: Councilmember House).

CHANGES TO THE AGENDA

Iltems Continued to Future Meeting

City Administrator James Armstrong advised that the following items would be deferred
to the special meeting scheduled for May 2, 2011.

9.

10.

Subject: Conference With Labor Negotiator (440.05)

Recommendation: That Council hold a closed session, per Government Code
Section 54957.6, to consider instructions to City negotiator Kristy Schmidt,
Employee Relations Manager, regarding negotiations with General, Treatment
and Patrol, and Supervisory bargaining units, and regarding discussions with
unrepresented management about salaries and fringe benefits.

Scheduling: Duration, 30 minutes; anytime

Report: None anticipated

Subject: Conference With Real Property Negotiators - 319 W. Haley Street
(330.03)

Recommendation: That Council hold a closed session pursuant to the authority
of Government Code Section 54956.8 in order to provide direction to the City

Administrator and to the City Attorney regarding the possible City disposition of
the real property known as 319 W. Haley Street. Property: 319 W. Haley Street.

(Cont'd)
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10. (Cont'd)

City Negotiator: City Transportation Planning Manager and the City Attorney's
office. Negotiating Party: Santa Barbara County Association of Governments.
Under Negotiation: Price, terms of payment, possible exchange terms.
Scheduling: Duration, 20 minutes; anytime
Report: None anticipated

ADJOURNMENT

Mayor Schneider adjourned the meeting at 7:37 p.m.

SANTA BARBARA CITY COUNCIL SANTA BARBARA
CITY CLERK'S OFFICE

ATTEST:
HELENE SCHNEIDER CYNTHIA M. RODRIGUEZ, CMC
MAYOR CITY CLERK SERVICES MANAGER
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
CITY COUNCIL MINUTES

SPECIAL MEETING
June 9, 2011
COUNCIL CHAMBER, 735 ANACAPA STREET

CALL TO ORDER

Mayor Helene Schneider called the joint meeting of the Council and the Redevelopment
Agency to order at 9:00 a.m.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

Mayor Schneider.

ROLL CALL

Councilmembers present: Dale Francisco, Frank Hotchkiss, Grant House (9:29 a.m.),
Randy Rowse, Michael Self, Bendy White, Mayor Schneider.

Councilmembers absent: None.

Staff present. City Administrator James L. Armstrong, City Attorney Stephen P. Wiley,
Deputy City Clerk Susan Tschech.

PUBLIC COMMENT

No one wished to speak.

Agenda Item No. 1 appears in the Redevelopment Agency minutes.

RECESS

The Mayor recessed the meeting at 11:29 a.m. in order for the Council to reconvene in

closed session for Agenda Item Nos. 2 and 3, and she stated there would be no
reportable action taken during the closed sessions.
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CLOSED SESSIONS
2. Subject: Conference With Legal Counsel - Pending Litigation (160.03)

Recommendation: That Council hold a closed session to consider pending
litigation pursuant to subsection (a) of section 54956.9 of the Government Code
and take appropriate action as needed. Pending litigation considered is: Warner
McGrew v. City of Santa Barbara, case number GOL 0101359.
Scheduling: Duration, 10 minutes; anytime
Report: None anticipated
(Continued from June 7, 2011, Agenda Item No. 25)

Documents:
June 7, 2011, report from the Finance Director.

Time:
11:35a.m. - 11:38 a.m.

No report made.
3. Subject: Conference With Labor Negotiator (440.05)

Recommendation: That Council hold a closed session, per Government Code
Section 54957.6, to consider instructions to City negotiator Kristy Schmidt,
Employee Relations Manager, regarding negotiations with General and
Supervisory bargaining units, and regarding discussions with unrepresented
management about salaries and fringe benefits.

Scheduling: Duration, 30 minutes; anytime

Report: None anticipated

(Continued from June 7, 2011, Agenda Item No. 26)

Documents:
June 7, 2011, report from the Assistant City Administrator/Administrative
Services Director.

Time:
11:38 a.m. - 11:53 a.m.

No report made.

6/9/2011 Santa Barbara City Council Minutes Page 2



ADJOURNMENT

Mayor Schneider adjourned the meeting at 11:53 a.m.

SANTA BARBARA CITY COUNCIL SANTA BARBARA
CITY CLERK'S OFFICE
ATTEST:
HELENE SCHNEIDER SUSAN TSCHECH, CMC
MAYOR DEPUTY CITY CLERK
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
CITY COUNCIL MINUTES

ADJOURNED REGULAR MEETING
June 13, 2011
900 CALLE DE LOS AMIGOS

CALL TO ORDER
Mayor Helene Schneider called the meeting to order at 1:45 p.m.
ROLL CALL

Councilmembers present: Dale Francisco, Frank Hotchkiss, Randy Rowse, Mayor
Schneider.

Councilmembers absent: Grant House, Michael Self, Bendy White.

Staff present: Assistant City Administrator Paul Casey, City Attorney Stephen P. Wiley.

PUBLIC COMMENT
No one wished to speak.

NOTICES

The City Clerk has on Thursday, June 9, 2011, posted this agenda in the Office of the
City Clerk, on the City Hall Public Notice Board on the outside balcony of City Hall, and
on the Internet.

SITE VISIT
Subject: 900 Calle De Los Amigos

Recommendation: That Council make a site visit to the property located at 900 Calle
De Los Amigos, which is the subject of an appeal hearing set for June 14, 2011, at
4:00 p.m.

Discussion:
City Staff presented an overview of the project components and then led the
Councilmembers on a walk of the property, reviewing the oak woodland,
restoration area, Rutherford property, and other areas of proposed change.
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ADJOURNMENT

Mayor Schneider adjourned the meeting at 2:50 p.m.

SANTA BARBARA CITY COUNCIL SANTA BARBARA
CITY CLERK'S OFFICE
ATTEST:
HELENE SCHNEIDER SUSAN TSCHECH, CMC
MAYOR DEPUTY CITY CLERK
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Agenda Item No.

File Code No. 540.14

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA

COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT

AGENDA DATE:  July 19, 2011

TO: Mayor and Councilmembers
FROM: Creeks Division, Parks and Recreation Department
SUBJECT: Purchase Order With Univision To Broadcast Creeks Division

Spanish Language PSAs
RECOMMENDATION: That Council:

A. Accept contributions of $3,400 from the County of Santa Barbara and $3,000 from

the City of Goleta;

B. Increase appropriations and estimated revenues by $6,400 in the Fiscal Year 2012
Creeks Restoration and Water Quality Improvement Fund; and

C. Authorize the General Services Manager to issue a purchase order in the amount

of $20,400 to Univision for a Spanish language public awareness campaign on
creek and ocean water pollution prevention.

DISCUSSION:

Working with City TV, the Creeks Division has produced a series of English and
Spanish language public service announcements (PSAs) which focus on educating
residents about the function of storm drains. The PSAs follow the campaign theme “The
Ocean Begins on Your Street,” and are designed to increase understanding that
polluted storm water flows into storm drains and directly to the creeks and ocean.

Three Spanish language PSAs will be aired on Univision from July 2011 through June
2012. Univision offers a nonprofit match for every paid advertisement purchased by the
City, and the PSAs are estimated to reach 50,000 Hispanic residents throughout the
South Coast.

Broadcasting water pollution prevention PSAs on television is an integral component of
the City’s Storm Water Management Program (SWMP) and the Creeks Division’s Public
Education Plan, which involves a coordinated television and radio media campaign, as
well as print and bus advertisements. According to the Creeks Division’s 2008 public
opinion survey, 70% of Hispanic respondents recalled specific Creeks Division
advertising on radio and television.
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BUDGET/FINANCIAL INFORMATION:

Univision was not selected through a competitive application and interview process, but
was selected because it is the only completely Spanish language television provider on
the South Coast. The total cost of the proposed 12-month campaign is $20,400. The
County of Santa Barbara will contribute $3,400, and the City of Goleta will contribute
$3,000. The City’s share of $14,000 is already included in the Creeks Division’s Fiscal
Year 2012 operating budget. With this action, the balance of $6,400 funded from the
County and City of Goleta will be added to the budget.

SUSTAINABILITY IMPACT:

Reducing polluted urban runoff is critical for the protection of water quality in the City.
An important goal of the Creeks Division public outreach effort is to educate Spanish-
speaking residents through television PSAs about local creek and water quality issues,
and to encourage specific behaviors that can improve water quality in creeks and at
local beaches.

PREPARED BY: Cameron Benson, Creeks Restoration/Clean Water Manager
SUBMITTED BY: Nancy Rapp, Parks and Recreation Director

APPROVED BY: City Administrator's Office
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File Code No. 260.02

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA

COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT

AGENDA DATE:  July 19, 2011

TO: Mayor and Councilmembers

FROM: Treasury Division, Finance Department

SUBJECT: June 30, 2011, Investment Report And June 30, 2011, Fiscal Agent
Report

RECOMMENDATION: That Council:

A. Accept the June 30, 2011, Investment Report; and
B. Accept the June 30, 2011, Fiscal Agent Report.

DISCUSSION:

On a quarterly basis, staff submits a comprehensive report on the City’s portfolio and
related activity pursuant to the City’s Annual Statement of Investment Policy. The
current report covers the investment activity for April through June 2011.

Financial markets experienced volatility during the second quarter of 2011 due to a
slowing of the economic recovery and investor concerns over the global impact of the
ongoing European sovereign debt crisis. The Dow Jones Industrial Average (DJIA)
index, which measures stocks from 30 industrial “blue-chip” companies, was up 1.42
percent from the previous quarter; the S&P 500, composed of 500 “large-cap”
companies across various sectors, was just slightly higher by 0.10 percent; and
NASDAQ, which largely measures technology stocks, was slightly lower by 0.27
percent.

At its June meeting, the Federal Reserve Bank’s Open Market Committee (FOMC)
indicated that the economic recovery is continuing at a slower pace than expected due
to the impact of higher food and energy prices on consumer spending, supply
constraints after Japan’s natural disaster, and a weak jobs market. The committee
acknowledged the increase in inflation over the last several months, but expects longer-
term inflation to be stable. The Fed’s quantitative easing stimulus program (QE2),
designed to keep interest rates low, spur economic growth, and return inflation to a
target rate of 2 percent, drew to a close at the end of June. However, the impact on
markets was minimal as markets had already reacted in anticipation of the end of the
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stimulus program. Once again, the committee maintained the current federal funds rate
at a target range of 0-1/4 percent “for an extended period” to help spur growth in the
economy.

The Consumer Price Index (CPI-U) is a general measure of inflation showing the
average change over time in prices of goods and services purchased by households. As
of the print date of this report, the June CPI-U figures have not been released by the
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. However, in its May 2011 release, the May CPI
increased 0.2 percent for the month on a seasonally adjusted basis after an increase of
0.4 percent in April. Increases in the food and other indexes were offset by an overall
decline in the energy index. In particular, the gasoline index declined in May for the first
time since June 2010. On a non-seasonally adjusted basis, all indexes have grown
steadily by an overall 3.6 percent over the past 12 months.

Treasury note y|elds U.S. Treasury Market
were lower by the end Cumulative
of the quarter. As shown 3/31/2011 | 4/30/2011 | 5/31/2011 | 6/30/2011 Change
in the table tO the right, 3 Month 0.09% 0.04% 0.05% 0.01% -0.08%
the chanae in Treasur 6 Month 0.17% 0.09% 0.11% 0.10% -0.07%
. 9 y 1 Year 0.27% 0.18% 0.16% 0.18% -0.09%
yields ranged from a 2 Year 0.82% 0.60% 0.47% 0.46% -0.36%
decrease of 9 basis 3 Year 1.30% 0.99% 0.78% 0.80% -0.50%
points on the 1-year 4 Year 1.79% 1.48% 1.24% 1.28% -0.51%
Treasury note to a 5 Year 2.28% 1.97% 1.70% 1.76% -0.52%
decrease Of 52 baS|s 10 Year 3.46% 3.29% 3.06% 3.16% -0.30%
points on the 5-year 30 Year 4.50% 4.40% 4.22% 4.39% -0.11%
LAIF 0.51% 0.48% 0.48% 0.48% -0.03%

Treasury note. The end
of QE2 in June was expected to drive Treasury prices lower and yields higher due to the
increased supply of Treasuries in the market. However, at the end of the quarter,
investors continued to demand the safety of Treasury investments due to fears of a
Greek debt default, thereby, keeping yields low.

Investment Activity

As shown in the table on the next page, the City invested $23.995 million during the
quarter. The purchases consisted of $21.995 million in “AAA” rated Federal Agency
callable securities and a $2.0 million “AAA” rated Federal Agency bullet (non-callable
security that will be held to final maturity). During the quarter, $16.0 million of “AAA”
rated Federal Agency securities were called and $4.0 million matured. In addition, the
portfolio also received $82,289 in a semi-annual principal payment on the Airport
promissory note at the end of June.
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Face Purchase Final Call Yield Yield
Issuer Amount Date Maturity Date To Call To Maturity
Purchases:
Federal National Mortgage Association (FNMA) 2,000,000 [ 04/11/11 04/11/16 04/11/12 2.500% 2.500%
Federal Home Loan Bank (FHLB) 2,000,000 [ 04/15/11 05/27/15 - - 2.000%
Federal National Mortgage Association (FNMA) 2,000,000 | 04/18/11 04/18/16 04/18/13 2.500% 2.500%
Federal Home Loan Bank (FHLB) 2,000,000 [ 05/25/11 11/25/15 08/25/11 1.000% 2.555%
Federal Home Loan Bank (FHLB) 2,000,000 [ 05/26/11 05/26/16 08/26/11 1.250% 2.421%
Federal National Mortgage Association (FNMA) 2,000,000 | 06/07/11 03/07/16 06/07/12 2.075% 2.075%
Federal Home Loan Bank (FHLB) 1,995,000 | 06/15/11 06/15/16 07/15/11 2.500% 2.500%
Federal National Mortgage Association (FNMA) 2,000,000 | 06/27/11 06/27/16 06/27/13 2.000% 2.000%
Federal National Mortgage Association (FNMA) 2,000,000 [ 06/29/11 12/29/14 03/29/12 1.300% 1.300%
Federal Home Loan Bank (FHLB) 2,000,000 [ 06/30/11 06/30/16 09/30/11 2.200% 2.200%
Federal Home Loan Bank (FHLB) 2,000,000 [ 06/30/11 06/30/16 09/30/11 2.110% 2.110%
Federal Home Loan Bank (FHLB) 2,000,000 [ 06/30/11 06/30/16 12/30/11 1.300% 2.297%
23,995,000
Calls:
Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corp (FHLMC) 2,000,000 [ 04/08/09 04/08/13 04/08/11 2.552% 2.526%
Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corp (FHLMC) 2,000,000 [ 05/13/09 05/13/13 05/13/11 2.400% 2.400%
Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corp (FHLMC) 2,000,000 [ 05/19/09 11/19/12 05/19/11 2170% 2.170%
Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corp (FHLMC) 2,000,000 [ 12/15/10 12/15/15 06/15/11 2.100% 2.100%
Federal National Mortgage Association (FNMA) 2,000,000 [ 12/15/10 12/15/15 06/15/11 2.000% 2.000%
Federal National Mortgage Association (FNMA) 2,000,000 [ 05/24/10 06/24/13 06/24/11 1.999% 2.000%
Federal Home Loan Bank (FHLB) 2,000,000 [ 06/30/09 06/30/14 06/30/11 2.000% 3.733%
Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corp (FHLMC) 2,000,000 [ 06/30/10 06/30/15 06/30/11 2.000% 2.914%
16,000,000
Maturities:
Federal Home Loan Bank (FHLB) 2,000,000 | 05/22/07 06/10/11 - - 5.005%
Federal Home Loan Bank (FHLB) 2,000,000 [ 05/23/08 06/10/11 - - 3.520%
Airport Promissory Note - Partial Redemption 82,289 | 07/14/09 06/30/29 - - 7.000%
4,082,289

The weighted average yield to maturity measures the average yield for securities with
varying interest rates to help provide a measure of the future rate of return on the
investment portfolio. The weighted average yield to maturity on the quarter’s purchases
totaled 2.205 percent which was lower than the 2.837 percent on the quarter’s called
and matured investments. This spread of 63.2 basis points is narrower than in previous
quarters as market yields have remained relatively constant at very low levels, and we
have replaced the current called investments with investments of similar or slightly lower
investment yields. Over the past two years, the weighted average yield spread between
the purchases versus called/matured investments averaged 157.7 basis points lower
each quarter, compared to 63.2 basis points lower this quarter. This narrowing of the
spread indicates that the older, higher yielding securities previously held in the portfolio,
purchased before the recession have either been called or matured and are no longer in
the portfolio.

The average rate at which the City earned interest at the Local Agency Investment Fund
(LAIF), the State’s managed investment pool, was 0.48 percent for the quarter ended
June 30, 2011. Staff expects to reinvest a portion of the City’s LAIF balances in short-
term or callable securities during the next quarter.
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Summary of Cash and Investments

The book rate of return, or portfolio yield, measures the Days to
percent return of actual interest earnings generated |Mo.Ended| Yield Maturity
from the portfolio. During the quarter, the City’s book | 3/31/2011] 1.922% 1,044
rate of return decreased by 14.9 basis points from 4/30/2011) 1.867% 996
1.922 percent at March 31, 2011 to 1.773 percent at | _5/31/2011f 1.830% 999
June 30, 2011. The book rate of return continues to L 6/30/2011f 1.773%] 1,047
decline through the attrition of overall higher-yielding securities, and reinvestment at
lower market rates as discussed previously. The portfolio’s average days to maturity
increased by 3 days from 1,044 to 1,047 days which includes the long-term Airport
promissory note authorized by Council in July 2009. The portfolio’s average days to
maturity excluding the Airport note is 853 days, reflecting reinvestment of maturities and
calls during the quarter in the one to five year range in accordance with the City’s
Annual Statement of Investment Policy.

Credit Quality on Corporate Notes

Over the quarter ended June 30, 2011, there were no credit quality changes to the two
corporate issuers of the medium-term notes held in the portfolio (i.e., General Electric
Capital Corp and Berkshire Hathaway Financial). All ratings remain within the City’s
Investment Policy guidelines of “A” or better.
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Portfolio Market Gains/Losses

As shown on the Investment Yields table below, the City’s portfolio continues to
significantly outperform the three benchmark measures (the 90 day T-Bill, 2 year T-Note
and LAIF). The portfolio also reflects unrealized market gains during the quarter due to
lower market yields compared to the yields on securities held in the portfolio. At June
30, 2011 the overall portfolio had an unrealized market gain of $1.262 million.

INVESTMENT YIELDS

4.0 A1

3.0

2.0
1773

Yield - %

1.0

Jun10  JulM0 Aug10 Sep10 Oct10 Nov'0 Dec'10 Jan11 Feb41 Mar11 Apri1 May11 Jun'1
G“Eﬂj;ts; $1.712 $1.825 $1.803 $1.731 $1.782 $1.335 $0.686 $0.656 $0.357 $0.265 $1.072 $1.596 $1.262

(Dollars in
Millions)

—O— City Portfolio —{F—2-Year USTN
—4—90-Day T-Bill —*—LAIF Rate

On a quarterly basis, staff reports the five securities with the largest percentage of
unrealized losses when comparing book value to market value at the end of the quarter.

Note, however, since securities in the portfolio are held to maturity, no market losses
will be realized.

Issuer Face Amount Maturity $ Mkt Change | % Mkt Change
GENERAL ELECTRIC CAPITAL CORP $2,000,000 11/09/15 -$34,020 -1.70%
FEDERAL HOME LOAN MTG CORP $2,000,000 11/23/15 -$17,190 -0.86%
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK $2,000,000 06/30/16 -$16,880 -0.84%
FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN $2,000,000 06/27/16 -$16,400 -0.82%
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK $2,000,000 06/30/16 -$15,180 -0.76%
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On a quarterly basis, staff also reports all securities with monthly market declines of
greater than 1 percent compared to the prior month. There was one security with a
market decline of greater than 1 percent compared to the prior month.

% Mkt
May-Jun Mkt May-Jun Mkt | Gain/(Loss) at
Issuer Face Amount| Maturity Change (%) Change (%) 06.30.11

FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN $2,000,000 12/28/15 -$29,130 -1.44% -0.57%

The following confirmations are made pursuant to California Code Sections 53600 et
seq.: (1) the City’s portfolio as of June 30, 2011 is in compliance with the City’s
Statement of Investment Policy; and (2) there are sufficient funds available to meet the
City’s expenditure requirements for the next six months.

Fiscal Agent Investments

In addition to reporting requirements for public agency portfolios, a description of any of
the agency’s investments under the management of contracted parties is also required
on a quarterly basis. Attachment 2 includes bond funds and the police and fire service
retirement fund as of June 30, 2011.

ATTACHMENTS: 1. June 30, 2011, Investment Report
2. June 30, 2011, Fiscal Agent Report

PREPARED BY: Jill Taura, Treasury Manager
SUBMITTED BY: Robert Samario, Finance Director

APPROVED BY: City Administrator's Office



CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
Activity and Interest Report
June 30, 2011

INVESTMENT ACTIVITY INTEREST REVENUE
PURCHASES OR DEPOSITS POOLED INVESTMENTS
6/7 Federal National Mortgage Association (FNMA) $ 2,000,000 Interest Earned on Investments $ 225,370
6/8 LAIF Deposit - City 1,000,000 Amortization (9,005)
6/9 LAIF Deposit - City 1,000,000 Interest on SBB&T Accounts 249
6/13 LAIF Deposit - City 4,000,000 Total $ 216,614
6/15 Federal Home Loan Bank (FHLB) 1,995,000
6/21 LAIF Deposit - City 16,000,000
6/27 LAIF Deposit - City 1,000,000
6/27 Federal National Mortgage Association (FNMA) 2,000,000
6/29 Federal National Mortgage Association (FNMA) 2,000,000
6/30 Federal Home Loan Bank (FHLB) 2,000,000
6/30 Federal Home Loan Bank (FHLB) 2,000,000
6/30 Federal Home Loan Bank (FHLB) 2,000,000
Total $ 36,995,000
SALES, MATURITIES, CALLS OR WITHDRAWALS RDA INVESTMENTS
6/2 LAIF Withdrawal - City $ (4,500,000) Interest Earned on LAIF Investment $ 3,715
6/10 Federal Home Loan Bank (FHLB) - Maturity (2,000,000) Interest Earned on Pooled Investments 30,192
6/10 Federal Home Loan Bank (FHLB) - Maturity (2,000,000) $ 33,907
6/15 Federal National Mortgage Association (FNMA) - Call (2,000,000)
6/15 Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corp (FHLMC) - Call (2,000,000)
6/16 LAIF Withdrawal - City (1,000,000)
6/20 LAIF Withdrawal - City (1,000,000)
6/21 LAIF Withdrawal - RDA (15,000,000)
6/23 LAIF Withdrawal - City (1,000,000)
6/24 Federal National Mortgage Association (FNMA) - Call (2,000,000)
6/28 LAIF Withdrawal - City (2,000,000)
6/30 Federal Home Loan Bank (FHLB) - Call (2,000,000)
6/30 Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corp (FHLMC) - Call (2,000,000)
6/30 Santa Barbara Airport Promissory Note - Principal Paydown (82,289)
Total $ (38,582,289)
ACTIVITY TOTAL $ (1,587,289) TOTAL INTEREST EARNED $ 250,521

L# JUSWIYOBNY



ENDING BALANCE AS OF MAY 31, 2011

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
Summary of Cash and Investments
June 30, 2011

Yield to Percent Average
Book Maturity of Days to
Description Value (365 days) Portfolio Maturity
State of California LAIF $ 49,500,000 0.413% 27.88% 1
Certificates of Deposit 2,000,000 1.750% 1.13% 170
Federal Agency Issues - Coupon 113,995,100 2.149% 64.21% 1,128
Corporate/Medium Term Notes 5,993,192 2.293% 3.38% 1,410
171,488,292 1.648% 96.60% 801
SB Airport Promissory Note 6,044,793 7.000% 3.40% 6,604
Totals and Averages $ 177,533,085 1.830% 100.00% 999
SBB&T Money Market Account 5,659,552
Total Cash and Investments $ 183,192,637
NET CASH AND INVESTMENT ACTIVITY FOR JUNE 2011 $ (4,116,264)
ENDING BALANCE AS OF JUNE 30, 2011
Yield to Percent Average
Book Maturity of Days to
Description Value (365 days) Portfolio Maturity
State of California LAIF $ 48,000,000 0.452% 27.28% 1
Certificates of Deposit 2,000,000 1.750% 1.14% 140
Federal Agency Issues - Coupon 113,980,970 2.029% 64.79% 1,196
Corporate/Medium Term Notes 5,993,317 2.293% 3.41% 1,380
169,974,287 1.590% 96.62% 853
SB Airport Promissory Note 5,962,504 7.000% 3.39% 6,574
Totals and Averages $ 175,936,791 1.773% 100.00% 1,047

Note:
(1)

SBB&T Money Market Account
Total Cash and Investments

3,139,582
$ 179,076,373

The average life of the LAIF portfolio as of June 30, 2011 is 237 days.

(N



CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
Investment Portfolio

June 30, 2011

PURCHASE MATURITY QUALITY RATING STATED YIELD AT FACE BOOK MARKET BOOK
DESCRIPTION DATE DATE MOODY'S S&P RATE 365 VALUE VALUE VALUE GAIN/(LOSS) COMMENTS

LOCAL AGENCY INVESTMENT FUNDS
LOCAL AGENCY INVESTMENT FUND - - - - 0.452 0.452 48,000,000.00 48,000,000.00 48,000,000.00 0.00
LOCAL AGENCY INV FUND/RDA - - - - 0.452 0.452 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Subtotal, LAIF 48,000,000.00 48,000,000.00 48,000,000.00 0.00
CERTIFICATES OF DEPOSIT
MONTECITO BANK & TRUST 11/18/09 11/18/11 - - 1.750 1.750 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 0.00

Subtotal, Certificates of deposit 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 0.00
FEDERAL AGENCY ISSUES - COUPON
FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK 03/06/09  04/24/12 Aaa AAA 2.250 2.120 2,000,000.00 2,002,041.65 2,031,450.00 29,408.35
FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK 10/28/10 10/28/15 Aaa AAA 1.540 1.540 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 1,984,850.00 (15,150.00) Callable 10/28/11, then cont.
FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK 12/10/10 12/08/14 Aaa AAA 1.500 1.662 2,000,000.00 1,994,518.16 1,997,870.00 3,351.84  Callable 12/08/11, then cont.
FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK 02/02/11 02/02/15 Aaa AAA 2.000 2.000 1,500,000.00 1,500,000.00 1,508,895.00 8,895.00 Callable 02/02/12, then cont.
FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK 02/10/11 02/10/14 Aaa AAA 1.375 1.375 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,031,240.00 31,240.00
FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK 03/09/11 03/09/16 Aaa AAA 2.600 2.621 2,000,000.00 1,998,622.22 2,027,850.00 29,227.78  Callable 03/09/12, then cont.
FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK 12/15/10 12/15/15 Aaa AAA 2.480 2.480 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,015,870.00 15,870.00 Callable 12/15/11, then cont.
FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK 03/04/09  01/17/12 Aaa AAA 2.000 2.002 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,019,450.00 19,450.00
FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK 03/05/09  03/04/13 Aaa AAA 2.600 2.600 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,072,430.00 72,430.00
FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK 05/08/09  04/08/13 Aaa AAA 2.200 2.200 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,061,580.00 61,580.00
FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK 06/19/09  06/18/12 Aaa AAA 2.125 2.125 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,034,690.00 34,690.00
FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK 09/30/09 10/03/11 Aaa AAA 1.125 1.125 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,004,900.00 4,900.00
FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK 04/30/10 04/09/15 Aaa AAA 2.900 2.916 2,000,000.00 1,999,395.48 2,030,050.00 30,654.52  Callable 04/09/12, once
FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK 11/23/10 11/23/15 Aaa AAA 2.000 2.000 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,001,180.00 1,180.00 Callable 05/23/12, then cont.
FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK 02/16/11 02/16/16 Aaa AAA 2.570 2.570 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,064,130.00 64,130.00
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 05/26/11 05/26/16 Aaa AAA 1.250 2.421 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,002,720.00 2,720.00  SU 3.25% Callable 08/26/11, then gtrly
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 05/25/11 11/25/15 Aaa AAA 1.000 2.555 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,003,030.00 3,030.00 SU 1.0%-7.0%, Call 08/25/11, then qtrly
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 06/30/11 06/30/16 Aaa AAA 1.300 2.297 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 1,989,350.00 (10,650.00) SU 3% Callable 12/30/11, then qtrly
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 03/04/09  06/08/12 Aaa AAA 4.375 2.110 1,700,000.00 1,734,642.39 1,764,736.00 30,093.61
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 04/15/10 10/15/13 Aaa AAA 2.000 2.000 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,062,690.00 62,690.00
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 08/05/10 09/12/14 Aaa AAA 1.375 1.375 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,021,080.00 21,080.00
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 12/28/10 07/28/14 Aaa AAA 0.650 1.816 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,000,860.00 860.00 SU 2.05% Callable 07/28/11, once
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 06/30/11 06/30/16 Aaa AAA 2.110 2.110 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 1,983,120.00 (16,880.00) Callable 09/30/11, then qtrly
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 09/17/09 12/13/13 Aaa AAA 3.125 2.440 2,000,000.00 2,031,677.01 2,118,280.00 86,602.99
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 01/15/10 10/30/12 Aaa AAA 1.700 1.700 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,035,570.00 35,570.00
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 04/05/10 11/29/13 Aaa AAA 2.000 2.000 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,063,500.00 63,500.00
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 06/29/10 10/29/12 Aaa AAA 1.125 1.125 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,020,290.00 20,290.00
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 06/15/11 06/15/16 Aaa AAA 2.500 2.500 1,995,000.00 1,995,000.00 1,995,458.85 458.85 Callable 07/15/11, then monthly
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 05/28/10 05/28/15 Aaa AAA 2.000 2.653 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,046,990.00 46,990.00 SU 3.35%, Callable 11/28/12, once
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 06/30/10 06/30/14 Aaa AAA 1.125 2.277 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,003,810.00 3,810.00 SU 3% Callable 12/30/11, once
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 09/17/09  09/13/13 Aaa AAA 4.375 2.272 2,000,000.00 2,087,980.39 2,165,580.00 77,599.61
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 02/22/10 12/13/13 Aaa AAA 3.125 2.130 2,000,000.00 2,046,563.94 2,118,280.00 71,716.06
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PURCHASE MATURITY  QUALITY RATING  STATED YIELD AT FACE BOOK MARKET BOOK
DESCRIPTION DATE DATE MOODY'S S&P RATE 365 VALUE VALUE VALUE GAIN/(LOSS) COMMENTS
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 03/26/10 06/08/12 Aaa AAA 1.375 1.325 2,000,000.00 2,000,919.09 2,020,110.00 19,190.91
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 07/14/10 07/14/15 Aaa AAA 2.000 2.336 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,001,600.00 1,600.00 SU 2.0%-3.5% Call 07/14/11, then qrtly
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 02/09/11 01/29/15 Aaa AAA 1.750 1.750 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,033,800.00 33,800.00
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 04/15/11 05/27/15 Aaa AAA 2.000 2.000 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,037,930.00 37,930.00
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK 06/30/11 06/30/16 Aaa AAA 2.200 2.200 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 1,984,820.00 (15,180.00) Callable 09/30/11, then cont.
FEDERAL HOME LOAN MTG CORP 09/03/09 09/21/12 Aaa AAA 2.125 1.699 2,000,000.00 2,010,098.36 2,043,580.00 33,481.64
FEDERAL HOME LOAN MTG CORP 11/23/10 11/23/15 Aaa AAA 1.750 1.845 2,000,000.00 1,996,450.00 1,979,260.00 (17,190.00) Callable 11/23/11, once
FEDERAL HOME LOAN MTG CORP 01/06/11 02/25/14 Aaa AAA 1.375 1.375 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,029,260.00 29,260.00
FEDERAL HOME LOAN MTG CORP 02/22/11 08/22/14 Aaa AAA 1.700 1.700 1,500,000.00 1,500,000.00 1,502,640.00 2,640.00 cCallable 08/22/11, once
FEDERAL HOME LOAN MTG CORP 06/09/09 08/17/12 Aaa AAA 1.000 2.420 2,000,000.00 1,969,344.88 2,012,160.00 42,815.12
FEDERAL HOME LOAN MTG CORP 03/26/10 04/25/12 Aaa AAA 1.125 1.197 1,000,000.00 999,419.07 1,006,650.00 7,230.93
FEDERAL HOME LOAN MTG CORP 02/11/11 04/02/14 Aaa AAA 4.500 1.615 2,000,000.00 2,154,213.97 2,190,780.00 36,566.03
FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 07/07/10 07/07/15 Aaa AAA 2.350 2.350 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,000,750.00 750.00 Callable 07/07/11, once
FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 02/17/11 02/17/16 Aaa AAA 2.500 2.500 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,027,440.00 27,440.00 Callable 02/17/12, once
FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 06/07/11 03/07/16 Aaa AAA 2.075 2.075 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 1,998,210.00 (1,790.00) cCallable 06/07/12, once
FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 08/10/10 08/10/15 Aaa AAA 2.000 2.055 2,000,000.00 1,997,118.33 2,016,850.00 19,731.67  Callable 08/10/12, once
FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 11/17/10 11/17/14 Aaa AAA 1.300 1.300 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,008,930.00 8,930.00
FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 12/28/10 12/28/15 Aaa AAA 2.000 2.011 2,000,000.00 1,999,508.33 1,988,060.00 (11,448.33) Calllable 12/28/11, once
FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 04/11/11 04/11/16 Aaa AAA 2.500 2.500 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,023,050.00 23,050.00 Callable 04/11/12, once
FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 06/27/11 06/27/16 Aaa AAA 2.000 2.000 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 1,983,600.00 (16,400.00) Callable 06/27/13, once
FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 08/05/10 08/05/15 Aaa AAA 2125 2.125 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,003,750.00 3,750.00 Callable 08/05/11, once
FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 09/09/10 09/09/15 Aaa AAA 1.850 1.871 2,000,000.00 1,999,622.22 1,993,400.00 (6,222.22) Callable 09/09/11, once
FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 09/21/10 09/21/15 Aaa AAA 2.000 2.000 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,027,370.00 27,370.00
FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 12/10/10 10/26/15 Aaa AAA 1.625 2.067 2,000,000.00 1,963,834.74 1,993,430.00 29,595.26
FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 04/18/11 04/18/16 Aaa AAA 2.500 2.500 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,030,980.00 30,980.00 Callable 04/18/13, once
FEDERAL NATL MORTGAGE ASSN 06/29/11 12/29/14 Aaa AAA 1.300 1.300 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 1,996,720.00 (3,280.00) Callable 03/29/12, once
Subtotal, Federal Agencies 113,695,000.00 113,980,970.23 115,216,909.85 1,235,939.62
CORPORATE/MEDIUM TERM NOTES
BERKSHIRE HATHAWAY FIN 12/15/10 12/15/15 Aa2 AA+ 2.450 2.530 2,000,000.00 1,993,316.67 2,024,920.00 31,603.33
GENERAL ELECTRIC CAPITAL CORP 11/10/10 11/09/15 Aa2 AA+ 2.250 2.250 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 1,965,980.00 (34,020.00)
GENERAL ELECTRIC CAPITAL CORP 01/07/11 01/07/14 Aa2 AA+ 2.100 2.100 2,000,000.00 2,000,000.00 2,028,380.00 28,380.00
Subtotal, Corporate Securities 6,000,000.00 5,993,316.67 6,019,280.00 25,963.33
SB AIRPORT PROMISSORY NOTE (LT)
SANTA BARBARA AIRPORT 07/14/09 06/30/29 - - 7.000 7.000 5,962,504.03 5,962,504.03 5,962,504.03 0.00
Subtotal, SBA Note 5,962,504.03 5,962,504.03 5,962,504.03 0.00
TOTALS 175,657,504.03 175,936,790.93 177,198,693.88 1,261,902.95

Market values have been obtained from the City's safekeeping agent, Santa Barbara Bank and Trust (SBB&T). SBB&T uses Interactive Data Pricing Service, Bloomberg and DTC.
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BOND FUNDS

RESERVE FUNDS
2004 RDA -

Housing Bonds
2002 Municipal Improvement -

Refunding COPs
2002 Water -

Refunding COPs
1994 Water -

Revenue Bonds
2002 Waterfront -

Reference COPs
1992 Seismic -

Safety Bonds

Subtotal, Reserve Funds
PROJECT FUNDS

2001 RDA Bonds

2003 RDA Bonds

2004 Sewer
Revenue Bonds

2009 Airport Bonds

Subtotal, Project Funds
Subtotal Bond Funds

POLICE/FIRE -
SVC RETIREMENT FUND
Police/Fire Funds

TOTAL FISCAL AGENT
INVESTMENTS

Notes:

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
Fiscal Agent Investments
June 30, 2011

Guaranteed
CASH & CASH Investment
EQUIVALENTS Contracts (GIC) STOCKS BONDS US GOVT & AGENCIES TOTALS
Book & Market  Book & Market Book Market Book Market Book Market Book Market
565,057.50 - - - - - - - 565,057.50 565,057.50
13,718.40 547,530.00 - - - - - - 561,248.40 561,248.40
23,658.02 1,088,268.76 - - - - - - 1,111,926.78 1,111,926.78
19,807.77 757,680.00 - - - - - - 777,487.77 777,487.77
877.43 1,393,262.50 - - - - - - 1,394,139.93 1,394,139.93
87,465.19 - - - - - - - 87,465.19 87,465.19
710,584.31 3,786,741.26 - - - - - - 4,497,325.57 4,497,325.57
2,366,719.00 - - - - - - - 2,366,719.00 2,366,719.00
12,040,655.72 - - - - - - - 12,040,655.72 12,040,655.72
2,196,782.42 1,357,140.00 - - - - - - 3,553,922.42 3,553,922.42
7,206,154.20 - - - - - 3,100,000.00 3,179,391.00 10,306,154.20 10,385,545.20
23,810,311.34 1,357,140.00 - - - - 3,100,000.00 3,179,391.00 28,267,451.34 28,346,842.34
24,520,895.65 5,143,881.26 - - - - 3,100,000.00 3,179,391.00 32,764,776.91 32,844,167.91
32,087.25 - 234,708.75 287,459.81 365,321.90 362,791.65 - - 632,117.90 682,338.71
32,087.25 - 234,708.75 287,459.81 365,321.90 362,791.65 - - 632,117.90 682,338.71
24,552,982.90 5,143,881.26 234,708.75 287,459.81 365,321.90 362,791.65 3,100,000.00 3,179,391.00 33,396,894.81 33,526,506.62

(1) Cash & cash equivalents include money market funds.
(2) Market values have been obtained from the following trustees: US Bank, Bank of New York and Santa Barbara Bank & Trust

C # juswyoeny



Agenda Item No.

File Code No. 160.06

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA

COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT

AGENDA DATE:  July 19, 2011

TO: Mayor and Councilmembers

FROM: Administration Division, Finance Department
SUBJECT: Records Destruction For Finance Department
RECOMMENDATION:

That Council adopt, by reading of title only, A Resolution of the Council of the City of
Santa Barbara Relating to the Destruction of Records Held by the Finance Department
in the Administration, Accounting, General Services, Risk Management, and Treasury
Divisions.

DISCUSSION:

The City Council adopted Resolution No. 09-098 on December 15, 2009, approving the
City of Santa Barbara Records Management Policies and Procedures Manual. The
Manual contains the records retention and disposition schedules for all City
departments. The schedules are a comprehensive listing of records created or
maintained by the City, the length of time each record should be retained, and the legal
retention authority. If no legal retention authority is cited, the retention period is based
on standard records management practice.

Pursuant to the Manual, the Finance Director submitted a request for records
destruction to the City Clerk Services Manager to obtain written consent from the City
Attorney. The City Clerk Services Manager agreed that the list of records proposed for
destruction conformed to the retention and disposition schedules. The City Attorney
has consented in writing to the destruction of the proposed records.

The Finance Director requests the City Council to approve the destruction of the
Finance Department records in the Administration, Accounting, General Services, Risk
Management, and Treasury Divisions listed on Exhibit A of the proposed resolution
without retaining a copy.

SUSTAINABILITY IMPACT:

Under the City's Sustainable Santa Barbara Program, one of the City's goals is to
increase recycling efforts and divert waste from landfills. The Citywide Records
Management Program outlines that records approved for destruction be recycled,
reducing paper waste.
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PREPARED BY: Jenny Hopwood, Executive Assistant
SUBMITTED BY: Robert Samario, Finance Director

APPROVED BY: City Administrator's Office



RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
SANTA BARBARA RELATING TO THE DESTRUCTION OF
RECORDS HELD BY THE FINANCE DEPARTMENT IN THE
ADMINISTRATION, ACCOUNTING, GENERAL SERVICES,
RISK MANAGEMENT AND TREASURY DIVISIONS

WHEREAS, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 09-098 on December 15, 2009,
approving the City of Santa Barbara Records Management Policies and Procedures
Manual;

WHEREAS, the City of Santa Barbara Records Management Policies and Procedures
Manual contains the records retention and disposition schedules for all City
departments. The records retention and disposition schedules are a comprehensive
listing of records created or maintained by the City, the length of time each record
should be retained, and the legal retention authority. If no legal retention authority is
cited, the retention period is based on standard records management practice;

WHEREAS, Government Code section 34090 provides that, with the approval of the
City Council and the written consent of the City Attorney, the head of a City department
may destroy certain city records, documents, instruments, books or papers under the
Department Head’s charge, without making a copy, if the records are no longer needed;

WHEREAS, the Finance Director submitted a request for the destruction of records held
by the Finance Department to the City Clerk Services Manager to obtain written consent
from the City Attorney. A list of the records, documents, instruments, books or papers
proposed for destruction is attached hereto as Exhibit A and shall hereafter be referred
to collectively as the “Records”;

WHEREAS, the Records do not include any records affecting title to real property or
liens upon real property, court records, records required to be kept by statute, records
less than two years old, video or audio recordings that are evidence in any claim or
pending litigation, or the minutes, ordinances or resolutions of the City Council or any
City board or commission;

WHEREAS, the City Clerk Services Manager agrees that the proposed destruction
conforms to the City’s retention and disposition schedules;

WHEREAS, the City Attorney consents to the destruction of the Records; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Santa Barbara finds and determines that the
Records are no longer required and may be destroyed.



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA
BARBARA that the Finance Director, or his designated representative, is authorized and
directed to destroy the Records without retaining a copy.



FINANCE DEPARTMENT

ACCOUNTING DIVISION

Records Series

Accounting Reports
Accounts Payable
Adopted Budget Reports
Bank Reconciliations

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Files

General Ledger Journal Vouchers

Medicare Quarterly Reports

Payroll Check Registers

Payroll Checks (cancelled)

Time Cards

Trial Balance Reports

Utility Billing & Accounts Receivable
Warrant Register

Warrants

Year-End Reports

ADMINISTRATION DIVISION

Records Series

Budget Working Papers
Travel Expense Records

GENERAL SERVICES DIVISION

Records Series

Financial Files

Personnel Files

Bids

Bids (opened)

Cash Purchase Orders

Central Stores Supplies Inventory
Department Files

Proof of Insurance Files

EXHIBIT A

Date(s)

2004
2004
2006
2004

2006

2004

2007
2008
2004
2004
2004
2004
2004
2004
2004

Date(s)

2008
2004

Date(s)

2002-2003
2000-2006
2000-2006
2000-2001
2003-2004
2005-2006
2005-2006
2008-2009



GENERAL SERVICES DIVISION (cont'd)

Records Series Date(s)
Purchase Orders 2002-2004
Quick Quotes 2003-2004
Requests for Proposals 2005-2006
RISK MANAGEMENT DIVISION

Records Series Date(s)
General Administrative Files 1987-2009
California Occupational Safety & Health Administration

: 2006
Compliance Program Records
Financial Files 2009
Fix-It Files 2007
Incident Files 2006
Insurance Program Files 2006
Liability Files 2006
Litigation Files 2006

TREASURY DIVISION

Records Series Date(s)
Credit Card Transaction Records 2005-2009
Automatic Payment Service Applications and Agreements 2009
Broker Files 2004
Business License & Utility User’s Tax Batch Files 2006
Cash Receipt Records 2004
Investment Files 2001
Licenses and Permits Subject File 2006
“‘MBIA” Audit Files 2006
Parking and Business Improvement Area Tax Files 2008
Treasury Receipts 2006
Utility Tax Exemption Renewal Applications 2008

Water Payment Records (Stubs) 2010



Agenda Item No.

File Code No. 570.03

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA

COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT

AGENDA DATE:  July 19, 2011

TO: Mayor and Councilmembers

FROM: Business Division, Waterfront Department

SUBJECT: Representative Services Agreement With Carpi & Clay, Inc.
RECOMMENDATION:

That Council authorize the City Administrator to execute a Representative Services
Agreement between the City of Santa Barbara and Carpi & Clay Inc., doing business as
Carpi, Clay & Smith, for liaison and contact services with the United States Government, at
a rate not to exceed $1,600 per month, and in a total amount not to exceed $38,400 for
Fiscal Years 2012 and 2013.

DISCUSSION:

The Waterfront Department retained Carpi, Clay & Smith (formerly E. Del Smith and
Company) beginning in Fiscal Year 1989-1990 to assist in dealing with significant issues
regarding federal assistance in the Waterfront, including the successful return of the Naval
Reserve Center to the City and continued maintenance dredging of the Harbor by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers. Funding for ongoing maintenance dredging of the Santa
Barbara Harbor continues in large part due to the coordination and assistance of Mr. Smith
of Carpi, Clay & Smith.

Although Waterfront Department staff continues to work directly with federal officials and
the California Marine Affairs and Navigation Conference (C-MANC), the retention of Carpi,
Clay & Smith provides a more direct and continuous approach to our federal
representatives in Washington, D.C.

Funds for this contract were included in the Department’s fiscal year 2012 budget.

SUBMITTED BY: Scott Riedman, Interim Waterfront Director

APPROVED BY: City Administrator's Office
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File Code No. 2710.01

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT

AGENDA DATE:  July 12, 2011

TO: Mayor and Councilmembers
FROM: Administration Division, Finance Department
SUBJECT: Reserve Policies

RECOMMENDATION: That Council:

A. Receive a report regarding the current policy for the establishment of operating and
capital reserves pursuant to City Council-adopted Resolution No. 95-157;

B. Provide staff and the Finance Committee with feedback and direction for improving
the policies; and

C. Refer the item to the Finance Committee for further discussion and analysis and the
development of recommended modifications to the policies for City Council
consideration.

DISCUSSION:

In connection with their review of the Fiscal Year 2012 Recommended Budget, the
Finance Committee received a report on May 17, 2011 from staff regarding the current
policies guiding the establishment of reserves in all City operating funds. These policies
were adopted in Fiscal Year 1995 through Resolution No. 95-157 (see attachment).

At the meeting of May 17", the Finance Committee expressed their interest in reevaluating
and potentially modifying the current policies to address certain specific limitations and
shortcomings identified by Committee members as well as any other concerns of the
Council as a whole. As such, the Committee unanimously voted that this matter be heard
by the City Council and that Council provide general direction to staff and the Finance
Committee for improving the existing policies. The recommendation contemplated that,
based on Council’s direction, the Committee would meet as necessary to develop
recommendations that would then be forwarded back to City Council for consideration.

ATTACHMENT: Resolution No. 95-157
SUBMITTED BY: Robert Samario, Finance Director

APPROVED BY:  City Administrator's Office



Attachment

RESOLUTION NO. 95-157

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF
THE CITY OF SANTA BARBARA
ESTABLISHING POLICIES FOR RESERVES
FOR THE CITY'S GENERAL FUND AND
ENTERPRISE FUNDS

WHEREAS, the City desires to establish policies regarding reserves for the various City
funds for the purpose of providing consistent designations for different categories of reserves,
ensuring fiscal security for the funds, defining standards for minimum and maximum amounts to
be maintained in reserves, and providing flexibility to recognize differences among funds; and

WHEREAS, such reserves policies will be most readily communicated and understood if
they are consolidated and formally adopted in a single document; and

WHEREAS, staff has presented and Council has reviewed the proposed reserves
policies in a Council Work session on October 17, 1995; and

WHEREAS, the Council has considered the proposed reserves policies at a regular
Council meeting on November 14, 1995;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Council of the City of Santa Barbara
that the following reserves policies are adopted:

1. In combination, the Reserves for Economic Contingency/Emergency and
Reserves for Future Year Budgets/Fund Balance (by fund) will be funded to a
goal level of 25% of the annual operating budget of the respective fund.

2. APPROPRIATED RESERVES

An Appropriated Reserve will be included in each operating fund's adopted
budget to provide for unanticipated expenditures or to meet unexpected small
increases in service delivery costs within the fiscal year. This reserve will be
budgeted up to one-half of one percent of the operating budget and any unused
portion will be returned to fund balance at the end of the fiscal year.

3. RESERVE FOR CAPITAL
Each operating fund will establish a Capital Reserve funded to .at least 5% of the

value of its capital assets. In the alternative, the amount may be established at an
amount equal to the average of the adopted capital program budgets for the
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previous three years. The goal for the General Fund Capital Reserve shall be set
at least $1 million. Appropriations from these reserves will be to fund major
capital costs.

RESERVE FOR ECONOMIC CONTINGENCY/EMERGENCIES

For each operating fund there will a reserve equal to 15% of its annual operating
budget for the purpose of coping with emergencies. It may take more than one
year to meet the 15% goal if these emergency reserves do not presently meet the
15% goal.

RESERVE FOR FUTURE YEAR BUDGETS/FUND BALANCE

Each operating fund will establish and maintain a reserve equal to 10% of its
annual operating budget for the purpose of providing for unique one-time costs
and for maintenance of City services and permit orderly budget adjustments
during periods of reductions. Appropriation of these reserves to operating
budgets should, when feasible, be accompanied by a plan for replenishment
within a reasonable period of time.

FUNDING OF RESERVES

Funding will come generally from one-time revenues, excess fund balance and
projected revenues in excess of projected expenditures. They will generally be
reserved in the following priority order:

- Reserve for Economic Contingency/Emergencies
Reserve for Capital
- Reserve for Future Years Budgets

However, flexibility will be retained to allocate available funds among the
reserves based on the current circumstances and needs of the City's various
operating funds.

Appropriation or use of funds from any of these reserves will require Council
action.
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File Code No. 640.07

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA

COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT

AGENDA DATE:  July 19, 2011

TO: Mayor and Councilmembers
FROM: Planning Division, Community Development Department
SUBJECT: Appeals Of Decisions Of The Planning Commission And The Single

Family Design Board Regarding A New Residence And An Additional
Dwelling Unit At 1233 Mission Ridge Road

RECOMMENDATION: That Council:

A. Deny the appeals of the Law Office of Marc Chytilo representing Judy and David
Denenholz; and

B. Uphold the decisions of the Single Family Design Board for Project Design
Approval and the Planning Commission’s denial of a prior appeal of the Staff
Hearing Officer's approval of a Performance Standard Permit for an additional
dwelling unit making the findings included in the Council Agenda Report and
subject to the Conditions of Approval in Planning Commission Resolution 005-
2011.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

On March 10, 2011, the Planning Commission approved a Performance Standard Permit
for the construction of an Additional Dwelling Unit on the property located at 1233 Mission
Ridge Road. The Planning Commission decision was made on an appeal from a prior
approval of a Performance Standard Permit by the Staff Hearing Officer (SHO). The
Planning Commission decision was appealed on March 17, 2011.

On May 10, 2011, the Single Family Design Board (SFDB) granted Project Design
Approval for the proposed project. An appeal of the SFDB’s Project Design Approval was
filed on May 5, 2011. The project consists of a new single-family residence and an
Additional Dwelling Unit with garages. The project review by the Planning Commission,
and the SFDB, over the course of several meetings, included careful consideration of the
project based on City standards for design, neighborhood compatibility, and environmental
review.

This report responds to the concerns raised by the appellant, and provides brief
explanations on why Staff, the SFDB, Staff Hearing Officer and Planning Commission
believe the project is consistent with all applicable policies and ordinances.
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DISCUSSION:

Project Description

The project consists of a proposal to demolish an existing residence, accessory building,
and detached garage totaling 2,847 square feet, and construct a new single-family
residence and an Additional Dwelling Unit on the project site. The new single-family
dwelling is proposed as a 3,796 square foot two-story single-family residence with an
attached 407 square foot two-car garage, a 192 square foot workshop, a 674 square foot
covered patio, 50 square foot second-story deck, pool, spa, hardscape and retaining walls.
The proposed Additional Dwelling Unit is a 920 square foot one-story residence, with a
459 square foot two-car garage and a 125 square foot storage area attached to the main
house.

Project History

On January 26, 2011, the Staff Hearing Officer (SHO) reviewed and approved a
Performance Standard Permit to allow an Additional Dwelling Unit on the lot.

On February 7, 2011, the SHO’s approval was appealed to the Planning Commission by
March Chytilo on behalf of Judy and David Denenholz, owners of a property at 1231
Mission Ridge. The Planning Commission Staff Report dated March 3, 2011 is attached
as Attachment 5.

On March 10, 2011, the Planning Commission (PC) denied the appeal and upheld the
SHO'’s approval. PC Resolution #005-11 is attached as Attachment 7.

On March 17, 2011, the PC’s denial of that appeal was appealed to the City Council.
The appellant’s appeal letter is attached as Attachment 2.

Staff, anticipating an appeal of the Project Design Approval, allowed the project to
continue through the Design Review process so that if a second appeal was filed, both
appeals could be heard by the Council at one appeal hearing.

On April 25, 2011, the Single Family Design Board (SFDB) granted Project Design
Approval for the proposed project by a vote of 6/0/1. This approval included the new
house with its accessory structures and the Additional Dwelling Unit. The SFDB
minutes are attached as Attachment 4.

On May 5, 2011, the SFDB’s approval was also appealed to the City Council by Marc
Chytilo representing the Denenholzes. The appeal letter is attached as Attachment 1.

Appeal Issues (Note: Some appeal issues raised by the appellant are grouped and
given a single staff response):
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Performance Standard Permit

Chapter 28.93 of the Municipal Code allows for the construction of additional dwelling
units on single-family lots through the approval of a Performance Standard Permit
(PSP). The criteria for granting a PSP require that the lot have at least the minimum lot
area required for the zone for each dwelling unit, that it have adequate ingress and
egress, and that the location of the additional dwelling complies with all applicable
ordinances.

The subject property is located in the Hillside Design District and is zoned E-1. The
property has an average overall slope of 8.94%, which requires a minimum lot area of
15,000 square feet per unit. This 31,584 square foot property provides adequate lot
area for two residences. Access to the lot and ingress/egress to each unit will be
provided by the existing driveway off Greenridge Lane. The location of both proposed
residential units conforms to the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance as described in
the PC Staff Report.

A letter dated March 4, 2011, was submitted prior to the PC hearing, and raised
additional concerns related to adequate street frontage, building height and site
drainage. Staff addressed these concerns at the Planning Commission hearing as
summarized below:

e Street Frontage: The project site is legally nonconforming to the requirement for
90’ of public street frontage in that it does not have any public street frontage.
The proposal does not increase the nonconformity of the lot.

e Building Height: The building, at its highest point, which is the master bedroom,
is 28’-6”, which complies with the Zoning Ordinance. The project has been
reduced in height and the SFDB has reviewed the building multiple times, and
found that the size and massing are appropriate for the size of the lot and the
surrounding neighborhood.

o Site Drainage: The project site is located in the Hillside Design District and
therefore required to retain and treat the 1-inch, 24-hr storm event. The project
complies with the City’s Storm Water Management Program.

Categorical Exemption

The appellant states that the project cannot be found categorically exempt from CEQA
because: a) the project is too large to qualify for the small structures exemption; b)
unusual circumstances preclude the use of a categorical exemption; c) the project site is
located in a particularly sensitive environment; d) the cumulative impacts of the project
and other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects present a potentially
substantial adverse effect on the environment; e) the City has not adopted thresholds of
significance; and f) the Staff Hearing Officer's findings are not in compliance with
CEQA. The appellant argues that an environmental impact report must be prepared
before the project may be approved.
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The City’s Environmental Analyst Staff have examined the site, reviewed the proposed
plans, considered the appellant’s concerns, and determined that the project will not
result in a project specific or cumulative significant effect on the environment due to
unusual circumstances or its location in a particularly sensitive environment. The
project qualifies for a categorical exemption from further environmental review pursuant
to the California Environmental Quality (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15303 New
Construction.

The Appellant does not raise any new issues from the Planning Commission appeal
Hearing of March 10, 2011. Please refer to the Planning Commission Staff Report
dated March 3, 2011 (Attachment 5) for a full discussion of the CEQA and Performance
Standard Permit Appeal issues.

Consistency, Appearance and Compatibility (Appeal Issues #1, 2 and 8)

The appellant states that the proposed project is inconsistent with the scenic character
of the City, and does not enhance the appearance of the neighborhood and that the
SFDB did not make sufficient findings for neighborhood compatibility.

The SFDB has reviewed the proposal on five occasions (Attachment 4). At the first two
meetings the Board requested that the applicant significantly reduce the square footage
of the building as well as the size, bulk and scale. When the project returned for a third
review, the Board provided positive comments and stated their appreciation for the
reduction in square footage and the quality of architecture. Story poles were installed
and a site visit was conducted by the members of the Board for a fourth review held on
March 28, 2011. The applicant worked with the SFDB and the neighbors to further
reduce the size, bulk and scale of the project and to lower the ridge heights. At the last
meeting on April 25, 2011, the SFDB stated that the Neighborhood Preservation
Ordinance criteria had been met and gave the project a Project Design Approval. One
member abstained from the vote due to being absent at a prior meeting.

1. Height — The buildings comply with the maximum height of 30’ in the E-1 Zone.
The recommendation in the Single Family Residence Design Guidelines for
homes to be no higher than 25 feet is intended for small lots where there is less
room between structures, the property lines and the adjacent homes. The
portion of the building that reaches 28’-6” is located towards the center of the lot
approximately 75 feet from the westerly property lines, 56 feet from the northerly
property line, and 65 feet from the southerly property line.

2. Floor Area Ratio (FAR) - There is no provision in the ordinance defining FARs for
lots with Additional Dwelling Units. Staff directed the applicant to compute the
FAR as if the project was two lots. Therefore, one half of the lot would be
designated for the ADU and the other half of the lot for the main residence.
Using this direction, the FAR for the main house is 99% of the maximum
guideline FAR and the FAR for the ADU is 34% of the Max FAR.
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3. The size of the porches have been reduced and they are a significant distance
from the property lines; therefore, they do not encroach upon the privacy of
adjacent neighbors.

4. The applicant is complying with the requirement for covered parking. Storage
areas are permitted as long as they are separated from the garage space curb or
wall.

5. The second story has been reduced in both height and area, to the satisfaction of
the SFDB. The second story portions of the project are a significant distance
from the property lines and adjacent neighbors.

6. The project will be constructed using high quality materials and the SFDB stated
that the project was compatible with the neighborhood.

Trees (Appeal Issue #3)

The appellant states that the project is not consistent with the General Plan because
mature trees are not being integrated into the project and the SFDB must find that
healthy, non-invasive trees must be preserved.

The applicant has provided an arborist report (Attachment 8) and the recommendations
for tree protection during construction are proposed as conditions of approval (See,
Planning Commission Resolution No. 005-11, Attachment 7).

Health, Safety and Welfare (Appeal Issue #4)
The appellant states that Greenridge Lane poses significant safety risks for residents
and guests in emergency evacuation and compromises emergency vehicle access.

The City Fire Department reviewed the fire access at Greenridge Lane, the proposed
project plans, the development served by the lane, and has driven City fire equipment
up the lane. The new structures will be equipped with automatic fire sprinkler systems
whereas the existing buildings are not. The proposed landscaping is designed to
comply with the High Fire Landscape Guidelines and Defensible Space requirements.
The existing accessory building on the property does not meet fire access standards
because it is 269 feet from the end of Greenridge Lane. The new Additional Dwelling
Unit will be 150 feet from the end of the lane and the main house will also be
constructed closer to that access point. Therefore, the proposed project (which would
remove all existing improvements) will substantially increase the level of fire safety on
this property when compared to the existing conditions. The proposed project will
remove deficiencies on the current property concerning access, and include fire
resistant construction and sprinkler requirements of the 2010 California Fire Code. For
these reasons, the Fire Marshall has determined that the proposed project would not
expose people or structures to significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland
fires. For a more detailed discussion, please refer to the Planning Commission Staff
Report dated March 3, 2011 (Attachment 5).
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Good Neighbor Guidelines (Appeal Issue #5)

The appellant states that the applicant has not made a good faith effort to address the
invasion of privacy, the blockage of neighbor’'s views or the effect of the project’s large
mass, bulk and scale upon surrounding properties.

Neighboring residents have expressed concerns about the proposed project’s effects on
their private views. The applicant installed story poles for review by the Single Family
Design Board. With direction from the SFDB, the applicant has revised the project to
address the neighbor’s objections.

Public Views (Appeal Issue #6)
The appellant states that the site is visible from nearby homes and that it will block
views.

The proposed project would not block views of the ocean or mountains from major
public viewing locations. While the project will change private views for a few of the
adjacent residences, important scenic views and vistas of the larger community will not
be impacted. The proposed project retains existing mature oak trees on the property,
involves minimal grading, and is located in an area already fully developed with single-
family residences. The SFDB found that the project will not substantially degrade the
visual character or quality of the site, or significantly adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area.

Natural Topography Protection and Grading (Appeal Issues #7 and 9)
The appellant states the project proposes excessive grading and will require a
substantial amount of pavement.

The project site is relatively flat lot with an average slope of less than 10%. Appropriate
consideration has been given to the proposed grading and pavement by the Single Family
Design Board. The grading quantities are the result of foundation preparation and
attempting to lower the house to have less of an effect on the neighbor’s view from High
Ridge Lane.

CONCLUSIONS AND FINDINGS:

In conclusion the proposed project has undergone a thorough review by staff, the Single
Family Design Board, the Staff Hearing Officer and the Planning Commission. The
proposed project conforms to the City’s Zoning and Building Ordinances and the
policies of the General Plan. The SFDB conducted a detailed review which resulted in a
project that is compatible with the neighborhood. The applicant has continually
responded to the neighbor’s concerns and appropriate consideration has been given to
the appellant’s privacy and view issues as part of the Design Review and the
Performance Standard Permit process.
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The Neighborhood Preservation Findings (SBMC Section 22.69.050) required for
Project Design Approval are as follows:

1.

10.

11.

Consistency and Appearance. The proposed development is consistent with the
scenic character of the City and will enhance the appearance of the
neighborhood.

Compatibility. The proposed development is compatible with the neighborhood,
and its size, bulk, and scale are appropriate to the site and neighborhood.

Quality Architecture and Materials. The proposed buildings and structures are
designed with quality architectural details. The proposed materials and colors
maintain the natural appearance of the ridgeline or hillside.

Trees. The proposed project does not include the removal of or significantly
impact any designated Specimen Tree, Historic Tree or Landmark Tree. The
proposed project, to the maximum extent feasible, preserves and protects
healthy, non-invasive trees with a trunk diameter of four inches (4") or more
measured four feet (4') above natural grade. If the project includes the removal
of any healthy, non-invasive tree with a diameter of four inches (4") or more
measured four feet (4') above natural grade, the project includes a plan to
mitigate the impact of such removal by planting replacement trees in accordance
with applicable tree replacement ratios.

Health, Safety, and Welfare. The public health, safety, and welfare are
appropriately protected and preserved.

Good Neighbor Guidelines. The project generally complies with the Good
Neighbor Guidelines regarding privacy, landscaping, noise and lighting.

Public Views. The development, including proposed structures and grading,
preserves significant public scenic views of and from the hillside.

Natural Topography Protection. The development, including the proposed
structures and grading, is appropriate to the site, is designed to avoid visible
scarring, and does not significantly modify the natural topography of the site or
the natural appearance of any ridgeline or hillside.

Building Scale. The development maintains a scale and form that blends with
the hillside by minimizing the visual appearance of structures and the overall
height of structures.

The proposed grading will not significantly increase siltation in, or decrease the
water quality of, streams, drainages or water storage facilities to which the
property drains; and

The proposed grading will not cause a substantial loss of southern oak woodland
habitat.

The findings required for approval of the Performance Standard Permit for the
construction of an additional dwelling unit (SBMC Section 28.93.030.E) include finding
adequate lot area for two residential units with associated existing accessory space,
and adequate ingress and egress for each residence. Based on the discussions in the
SHO Report, the PC Staff Report and this Council Agenda Report, it can be found that
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there is adequate ingress and egress to the project site for day-to-day and emergency
use. The project is located on a 31,584 square foot lot of which is more than double of
the minimum lot size required in the E-1 zone district. The new structures will comply
with all ordinance standards of the E-1 Zone including height and setbacks, parking and
open yard.

NOTE: The documents, listed below, have been separately delivered to the City
Council with a cover memo, dated July 12, 2011, for their review as part of
the Council reading file and are available for public review in the City
Clerk’s Office and the Planning Division offices at 630 Garden Street:

e Project Plans date stamped July 1, 2011.
e Story Pole Exhibit dated July 7, 2011.
ATTACHMENT(S): 1 Marc Chytilo SFDB Appeal Letter, dated May 5, 2011.
2. Marc Chytilo PC Appeal Letter dated March 17, 2011.
3. Letter from Applicant dated July 5, 2011.
4. Single Family Design Board Minutes for the meetings of July
19, 2010, August 30, 2010, November 22, 2010, March 28,
2011, and April 25, 2011.
March 10, 2011, Planning Commission Staff Report.
March 10, 2011, Planning Commission Minutes.
Planning Commission Resolution 005-11.
Arborist Report prepared by Westree dated August 12, 2010.

© N O

PREPARED BY: Kelly Brodison, Assistant Planner

SUBMITTED BY: Paul Casey, Assistant City Administrator/Community
Development Director

APPROVED BY: City Administrator's Office



ATTACHMENT 1

LAW OFFICE OF MARC CHYTILO 1
RECEIVED
ENVIRONMENTAL LAW 7011 HAY -5 AN 1 11
May 5, 2011 CITY OF SAHTA %ARBARA
g CITY CLERK", "“FCE
Santa Barbara City Council VI4 HAND DELIVERY
c/o Santa Barbara City Clerk
735 Anacapa Street
Santa Barbara, California 93101

RE: Appeal of April 25th, 2011 Single Family Design Board (Project Design Approval)
MST2010-00186; 1233 Mission Ridge Road

Mayor Schneider and Members of the City Council,

This office represents Judy and David Denenholz who hereby appeal all aspects of the Single
Family Design Board’s (“SFDB”) Project Design Approval on April 28, 2011 of the proposed
residential project located on the private Green Ridge Road in Santa Barbara’s upper Riviera
neighborhood but with a street address of 1233 Mission Ridge Road (“Project”). Our clients
have also appealed the Planning Commission’s March 10, 2011 decision to uphold the issuance
of a Performance Standard Permit authorizing a second dwelling unit. (See Appeal Letter, March
17,2011). City staff has agreed that both appeals will be heard by the City Council on the same
date.

Our clients own a home near the Project and are concerned about several aspects of the Project
including the size, bulk and scale of the project; the Project’s blockage of views from the homes,
streets and open space areas of the ocean and city; the adequacy of existing roadways, in
particular Green Ridge Road, to provide safe and adequate ingress and egress during wildfire-
induced emergency conditions; and safety issues surrounding emergency vehicle access based on
past expetience. A number of other neighbors have expressed strong reservations about the
Project and appeared in opposition before the SFDB, the Staff Hearing Officer and the Planning
Commission.

Pursuant to the Neighborhood Protection Ordinance (“NPO”) prior to approval of any project,
the Single Family Design Board (“SFDB”) shall make seven distinct findings regarding: 1)
Consistency and Appearance, 2) Compatibility, 3) Quality Architecture and Materials, 4) Trees,
5) Health Safety and Welfare, 6) Good Neighbor Guidelines and 7) Public Views. SBMC §
22.69.050A.

For projects located in the Hillside Design District, the SFDB must also make findings
regarding: 1) Natural Topography Protection, and 2) Building Scale. SBMC § 22.69.050B.

Law OFFICE OF MARC CHYTILO

P.O. Box 92233 e Santa Barbara, California 93190

Phone: (805) 6820585 o Fax: (805) 682-2379

Email(s): Marc@lomesb.com (Marc); Ana @lomesb.com (Ana)
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Additionally, the SFDB must make findings related to grading and vegetation removal. SBMC §
22.69.050C&D.

The preliminary issues in this appeal are contained in three letters we previously submitted to the
City: LOMC to SFDB, March 25, 2011 (particularly Exhibit 3: SFDB Findings, Preliminary
Analysis)(attached hereto); 2) LOMC to Planning Commission, February 7, 2011(attached to
Appeal of Planning Commission action); and 3) LOMC to Planning Commission, March 3, 2011
(attached to Appeal of Planning Commission action). The issues are summarized as follows:

Issue #1: Consistency and Appearance

The Project (which has been characterized by the applicant as a ‘compound’) is large and
includes an entry portal, motorcourt and long exterior wall of garages which is inconsistent with
the scenic character of the City and does not enhance the appearance of the neighborhood.

Issue # 2: Compatibility
The SFDB did not make sufficient findings or rely on reliable information to determine whether
the Project was compatible with the immediate neighborhood or the Riviera.

The Project is inconsistent with the Single Family Residence Design Guidelines (“guidelines™) in
the following ways:

1. Height - The Project is 28 feet high. The guidelines recommend homes no higher than 25
feet in the Hillside Design District.

2. FAR - The Project is in best case scenario calculated at 99% of FAR. The guidelines
recommend not exceeding 85% FAR.

3. Excessive covered porches — The Project proposes 23% of total net structure square
footage of covered porches. The guidelines suggest no more than 10%.

4. Garage Placement - The bulky front of the Project including the portal and two garages
(four bays) and a workshop that is plainly designed to be converted to a garage that
cumulatively dominate the view in contradiction to the guidelines.

5. Second story - The second story looks over the lower neighbor’s home to the south
posing significant privacy issues.

6. Wall and Roof Size — The building has considerable massing from the walls facing north
and west and considerable amount of exposed and visible roof.

Issue # 3: Trees

The General Plan states that “(m)ature trees should be integrated into project design rather than
removed....” (See GP Conservation Element § 4.1)

The SFDB must find that “the proposed project, to the maximum extent feasible, preserves and
protects healthy, non-invasive trees with a trunk diameter of four inches (4") or more measured
four feet (4') above natural grade.” SBMC § 22.69.050A 4.



Mayor Schneider and Members of the City Council
May 5, 2011
Page 3

The Project site contains several oak trees and palm trees with trunk diameters greater than four
inches. The applicant has proposed to move the largest palm tree and has trimmed the oak trees
to display a reduced drip zone necessary to accommodate the second house. Development
overlies the root zone of oak trees, and foundations will be installed on top of the oak tree root
zone. There is ample room for a reasonable development on the site without endangering the
oak trees. There is no finding that the design and siting preserve trees “to the maximum extent
feasible” nor facts in evidence in light of pre-approval oak tree trimming and development in oak
tree root zones.

Issue #4: Health, Safety and Welfare

The SFDB failed to find that “the public health, safety, and welfare are appropriately protected
and preserved.” Green Ridge Road is a dead-end road that narrows to between 14 and 16 fect
wide. It serves six residences (and potentially seven if this Project is approved) in the High Fire
Hazard Area and the California Fire Code and City ordinance mandate a 20-foot width. The
narrow, non-conforming road poses significant safety risks for residents and guests in emergency
evacuation conditions and compromises emergency vehicle access as described in detail in the
letter from Marc Chytilo to the Planning Commission, dated February 7, 2011 (pp. 3-6).

Issue #5: Good Neighbor Guidelines

The SFDB did not make a finding that the Project “generally complies with the Good Neighbor
Guidelines.” The applicant has not made a good faith effort to address the invasion of privacy,
the blockage of neighbors’ views or the effect of the Project’s large mass, bulk and scale upon
surrounding properties, and thus this finding cannot be made.

Issue #6: Public Views

The Project site is visible from most of the homes on High Ridge and Green Ridge Roads and the
roads themselves. From several locations it blocks views of the City, the Channel Islands, Chase
Palm Park and sunset views. A finding cannot be made that this Project “preserves significant
public scenic views of and from the hillside.

Issue #7: Natural Topography Protection

The Project proposes excessive grading to accommodate an oversized motorcourt and associated
garages and the “workshop.” The height of the structure and grading is not appropriate to this
site located in the Hillside Design District and should be reduced.

Issue #8: Building Scale

The Project overwhelms this Riviera lot and does not “maintain a scale and form that blends with
the hillside by minimizing the visual appearance of structures and the overall height of the
structures” as required by the NPO.
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Issue #9: Grading

This large project includes a substantial amount of pavement including two driveways and a
large motorcade worthy of a hotel. See Letter from Marc Chytilo to Planning Commission,
dated March 4, 2011 (pp. 3-4) regarding grading and drainage impacts.

Conclusion
In conclusion, we request that you deny the Project based on the inability to make the findings
required by SBMC § 22.69.050, or in the alternative require the applicants to alter the Project to
conform with the City’s ordinances and guidelines.
We reserve the right to supplement this appeal with additional information and argument prior to
the hearing date.

Respectfully Submitted,

LAwW OFFICE OF MARC CHYTILO

e

JMarc Chytilo

Enclosures:

LOMC to SFDB, March 25, 2011, with Exhibits (Attached)

Appeal letter from M. Chytilo to Planning Commission, February 7, 2011 (Incorporated by
reference - attached to March 17, 2011 Appeal to Council of Planning Commission
Approval of Second house)

Supplemental appeal letter from M. Chytilo to Planning Commission, March 3, 2011
(Incorporated by reference - attached to March 17, 2011 Appeal to Council of
Planning Commission Approval of Second house)
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Single Family Design Board
Community Development Department
Planning Division

P.O. Box 1990

Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990

RE: Project Design Hearing: March 28, 2011
Application # MST2010-00186
1233 Mission Ridge Road

Dear Single Family Design Board,

This letter is submitted on behalf of Judy and David Denenholz in regard to the proposed project
located at 1233 Mission Ridge Road (“Project”). The Denenholzs are homeowners near the
Project with concerns over several aspects of the Project including the size, bulk and scale of the
project; the Project’s blockage of views from homes, streets, and open space areas of the Ocean
and City; and safety issues surrounding emergency vehicle access. They understand and
appreciate the desire to redevelop the subject property, and are eager to work with the applicant
to try to resolve their concerns, however have been unable to, in large part due to the delays in
installing story poles, and now from the incomplete nature of the story poles. ’

1. The Story Poles are Incomplete - SFDB Should Direct Additional Poles for Garage, Entry

Portal and Second Unit

Unfortunately, up to this time, we have been thwarted in our efforts to have story poles installed
to allow us to consider this project. We submitted a letter in December 2010 requesting that the
story poles be installed prior to the Staff Hearing Officer’s (SHO) January 26, 2011 hearing so
the neighbors could visualize the Project. The City Planning staff declined, but twice advised us
that if we appealed the SHO decision to the Planning Commission, staff would require
installation of story poles prior to the Planning Commission appeal hearing. (communications
from J. Limon, 12/2/2010 and K. Brodison, 1/18/2011). The SHO approved the second house,
we appealed, but then staff reneged on their prior commitment and determined that story poles
would only be installed prior to the next SFDB meeting.

Similarly, we explained in writing to staff why “Full” levels of story poles were appropriate,
based on this Project meeting 5 of the 6 criteria established in Part 3 of the SFDB Guidelines.
(Letter, Marc Chytilo to J. Limon, 12/28/2010, attached as Exhibit 1). Staff advised us that the
story poles would focus only on the second story components, ignoring the four other criteria.

: Law OFFICE OF MARC CHYTILO
P.O. Box 92233 e Santa Barbara, California 93190

Phone: (805) 682-0585 o Fax: (805) 6822379

Email(s): airlaw5@cox.net (Marc); anacitrin@cox. net (Ana)
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Significantly, SFDB Guidelines provide that when a proposal involves second story elements
“This type of project will likely be required to provide full level story pole.” (SFDB Guidelines
§ 6.3.B (emphasis added). This direction was also ignored.

When staff provided a copy of the Story Pole Plan to the neighbors, we again requested that story
poles be installed that represented the garages, entry portal, and second unit. I spoke at length
with Mr. Kato over the need to supplement the Story Pole Plan. Mr. Kato stated he understood
our needs, agreed that it would be useful to install poles for the garage and entry portal and
disagreed as to the need for story poles for the second unit, based on his belief that the neighbors
to the north, the Wrights, supported the Project. I explained that the Wrights did not support the
project and had concerns. After my meeting with Mr. Kato I alerted the Wrights to the City’s
belief, and they requested I give Mr. Kato the letter that is attached as Exhibit 2. Unfortunately,
there was no amendment to the Story Pole Plan and the garages, portal and second unit are not
represented.

Unfortunately, the story poles are limited to only the main residence, focusing on the second
story features of the Project. While these poles show how the Project will block views from
surrounding properties and from High Ridge Road, they don’t show how the mass of the garages,
front entry portico and second house will affect my clients’ home and the neighborhood
generally.

We request that the SFDB direct the applicant to install story poles for the garage wing, the
entry portal, and the second house, and defer SFBD action until these are installed and
considered by the affected community.

2. A Preliminary Landscape Plan is Required

The SFDB Submittal Checklist on the agenda states that preliminary landscape plans are
required for Project Design Approval for single family homes where grading occurs. The Project
involves 170 CY of grading, and thus a Preliminary Landscape plan is required. We have made
inquiries, and no landscape plans whatsoever are available. Landscaping is germane to the
neighborhood’s concerns for privacy and visual impacts. No Project Design Approval may be
granted at this time, and we respectfully request an opportunity to consider and comment on the
proposed landscape plan prior to your Board’s review and consideration.

3. Required Findings May Not Be Made

Pursuant to the Neighborhood Protection Ordinance prior to approval of any project, the Single
Family Design Board (“SFDB”) shall make seven distinct findings regarding: 1) Consistency and
Appearance, 2) Compatibility, 3) Quality Architecture and Materials, 4) Trees, 5) Health Safety
and Welfare, 6) Good Neighbor Guidelines and 7) Public Views. SBMC § 22.69.050A.
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For projects located in the Hillside Design District, the SFDB must also make findings
regarding: 1) Natural Topography Protection, and 2) Building Scale. SBMC § 22.69.050B. The
Project is located within the Hillside Design District.

Additionally, the SFDB must make findings related to grading and vegetation removal. SBMC §
22.69.050C&D.

In the interest of a brief letter, I am attaching our preliminary views on the findings as an
attachment - Exhibit 3 to this letter, We believe the findings issues cannot be addressed until the
remaining story poles are installed and the landscape plan submitted.

In closing, it is our hope that the City’s Good Neighbor Guidelines will be followed and the
neighbors affected by the Project can meet and work with the.applicant to achieve a project
everyone can support. This meeting and attempted resolution has been delayed by the delays in
installing story poles. We ask that the SFDB assist the affected community in achieving a
project design that avoids unnecessary impacts to the community, minimizes impacts that cannot
be avoided, and addresses the concerns of the immediate neighbors.

These goals can be best achieved by the SFDB directing the installation of a “Full” level of
story poles, including representation of the garage, entry portal structure, and the second
residence.

Thank you for your consideration of our views and concerns.

Sincerely,

LAw OFFICE OF C CHYTILO

/Marc Chytilo ~
Exhibits
Exhibit 1: Letter, Marc Chytilo to Jaime Limon, re: Story Poles, 12/28/2010

Exhibit 2: Letter, Charles and Joyce Wright to Danny Kato, re: Story Poles, 3/17/2011
Exhibit 3: Preliminary Findings Analysis, Marc Chytilo, 3/25/2011
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December 28, 2010

Community Development Department
Planning Division

Mr. Jaime Limén

Design Review Supervisor

P.O. Box 1990

Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990

RE: ication # 010-00186
1233 Mission Ridge Road

Dear Mr. Limén:

1 am writing on behalf of my clients Judy and David Denenholz to request that you require the
applicants of the project located at 1233 Mission Ridge Road (“the project™) to install story poles
at the “Full Level” as described in the SFDB Guidelines, Part 3: Meeting Procedures
(“Guidelines™) §6.4(A).

The project meets five out of six of the story pole criteria delineated in the Guidelines §6.3 and
should be required to install the full level of story poles.

A. High FAR Applications. The Guidelines §6.3(A) require a fall level of story pole
installation if the FAR of a proposed development exceeds 100%. This lot was
fictionally split into two for the purpose of calculating the FAR for two residential
complexes. The applicant has proposed that the FAR of Unit 1 be celculated in sucha
way that the FAR for the first fictional lot is 99.9% and the FAR for the development
proposed on the second lot is 34%. Ifthe FAR had been calculated for the total amount
of development associated with the principal residential unit on the one lot it would
exceed 100%. Additionally, even if the lot were properly split into two, the
apportionment of the square footage of the dwellings to Unit 1 and Unit 2 is arbitrary and
misleading. The 459 square foot garage and the 192 square foot storage unit attached to
Unit 1 have been attributed to Unit 2 for FAR calculation purposes. ‘This appears to have
been apportioned to ensure that the Unit 1 FAR is less than 100%. Given that even in the
best case scenario Unit 1 is calculated at essentially 100% FAR and that there are issues
of arbitrary apportionment based on a fictional lot split, this project should be considered
to have a “high FAR” and be required to install the full level of story poles.

Marc Carmo
P.O. Box 92233 e Sanra Barbara, California 93190
Phone: (805) 6820585 ® Fax: (805) 6822379

EXHIBIT\ =~
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B. Upper Story Applications. §6.3(B) states that projects involving a second floor
covering 50% or more of the first floor “will likely be required to provide full level story
poles...”. The second story in this project covers 55% gross area of the first floor.
Therefore, the full level of story poles should be installed.

Other factors that may trigger this requirement include high vertical design elements
including steep roof pitch, high volumes, 10 feet or greater plate heights and towers; and
neighborhood context where the project is significantly taller than other structures inthe
immediate neighborhood (20 closest homes). The project, at 5,899 square feet total,
should be considered “high volume.” And, although the applicant’s plans do not include
dimensions, it appears that the plate heights of the living room are 10 feet or greater.
These factors again should trigger the implementation of the full level of story poles.

C. High Visibility Locations. §6.3(C) states that projects based on location, may be
required to provide fall level story poles if “1) For Hillside Design District projects,
projects with a potential visual impact to the streetscape, 2) Significant topography of the
building site and sighificant property slope, 3) In open hillside areas, near ridgelines and
adjacent to public views.” This project is located in the Hillside Design District and
currently has two one-story residences. The proposed project is over twice the size of the
existing residences and will be two stories high. The visibility from public and private
streets is in question, as is the project’s overall impact to the streetscape and public
views, in additional to private views raised before the SFDB. This increase in size, mass
and scale creates a “potential visual impact to the streetscape” and should require the full
level of story poles. Additionally, a full level of story poles will be necessary to
determine whether a public view is affected by this project.

D. Hillside Area Locations. Projects “located within the Hillside Design District may be
required to provide full level ( . . . ) story pole requirements ...”. §6.3(D). The project
meets all three of the triggers for this requirement: “1) Significant topography of the
building site and percentage or degree of property slope; 2) Potential looming nature and
height of the proposal; and 3) The proposed structure will likely involve blockage or
substantial reduction of an important public scenic view or will likely violate good
neighbor policies and guidelines related to privacy or private view concerns.” §6.3(D).

At both Cancept Review hearings neighbors complained about violating good neighbor
policies, and were concerned with their privacy as well as private views. Therefore under
this section, the full level of story poles should be required.

E. Other Bases. Projects “where concerns are raised from public testimony or from written
comments that the Board considers legitimate concems may be required to meet story
pole or visual aid requirements as deemed appropriate by the Board...”. §6.3(F). Atboth
the 8/10/10 and 11/22/10 Concept Review hearings several neighbors commented on
privacy, view and mass issues and requested story poles including showing the 2™ story

: +  MARC CHYTILO

P.O. Box 92233 # Santa Barhara, California 93190
Phone: (805) 6820585 o Fax: (805) 6822379

. Email: sidsw5@cax.net
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windows. We request the same courtesy, requiring the applicant to install the full level of
story poles.

The project meets five out of the six criteria for implementing the full level of story poles
delineated in the Guidelines §6.3. We ask that you require the applicants to install the full level
under these Guidelines.

Please contact me if you have any questions and to notify me of your decision of the level of
story poles to be installed and the expected date that the story poles will be erected. You have
stated the City will provide timely notice to the interested neighbors before the story poles are
installed so we look forward to having as much advance notice as possible.

Given the level of community concems, we strongly urge that the City require installation of the
story poles BEFORE the SHO hearing. Further, it is imperative that the story poles remain in
place for enough time for all potentially affected neighbors to view and consider them with plans
in hand. Since some owners do not live full time in the area and some have medical and health
challenges that limit their ability to view the poles at any given time, we request the poles remain
in place for at least one week, preferably two. If there is inclement weather during that period,
the time they are up should be extended. _

Thank you for your consideration of our concemns,

Si A

Marc Chyti

CC: Client

Marc Cavrno

P.O. Box 92233 » Santa Barbara, California 93190
Phone: (805) 6820585 » Fax: (805) 6822379
Emall: atrlhw5@coxnet



March 17, 2011

Mr. Danny Kato

Senior Planner/Design Supervisor
_ City Of Santa Barbara

Planning Department

RE: Project at 1233 Mission Ridge Road
Dear Mr. Kato: -

' My wife-and I have lived at 1231 Mission Ridge Road for over
25 years. As we have written in the past, we are concerned
about the project being planned for 1233 Mission Ridge Road
and at this point, would like to. see full story poles-erected for
the entire project, including the second house which is close to
our home, so we can determine the full imipact from our

property.
Thank you.

%MMWJW 17 200
" Charles Wrig'];t : Joyce Wn'éht
| ? /L‘/ ~Mm&/?”zau

EXHIBIT 2



Exhibit 3 _
1233 Mission Ridge Road - SFDB Findings
Prelimin sis

A. Consistency and Appearance

The SFDB must find that “the proposed development is ¢onsistent with the scenic character of
the City and will enhance the appearance of the neighborhood.”

The house complex is large and visible from Arbolado and High Ridge Roads.

The entry portal, motorcourt and wall of garages creates a highly visible "hotel" feel from
Greenridge that might be considered consistent in appearance to the El Encanto, but not this
neighborhood.

B. Compatibility

The SFDB must find that “the proposed development is compatible with the neighborhood, and
its size, bulk, and scale are appropriate to the site'and neighborhood.”

The Single Family Residence Design Guidelines (“SFRD Guidelines”) provide guidance on
compatibility specifically addressing 1) neighborhood, 2) volume, bulk massing and scale, and 3)
floor to lot area ratios (FAR).

(a) Neighborhood

Compatibility Guideline #6 states that an applicant should “design a project to be compatible
with the immediate neighborhood, and carefully consider the neighborhood study area fora -
project.” SFRD Guidelines, p. 15-C. The SFDB may consider three types of neighborhood
study areas.

First, they may consider a neighborhood designated in the General Plan. This Project is located
in “the Riviera” neighborhood. SFRD Guidelines, p. 15-C, 16-C (Map).

The second type of neighborhood that may be considered is the “Immediate Area”. Generally
this is an area smaller than the General Plan neighborhood that has a combination of similar
zoning, properties built as part of the same original subdivision, common access routes, walkable
radius (usually quarter mile), similar architectural styles, similar tree and landscaping patterns,
main streets or bridges as corridors. “Also, it should be noted that highly visible properties,
such as those in hillside areas, can have an impact beyond their immediate neighborhood.” SFRD
Guidelines, p. 15-C.

In the absence of a landscape plan, no finding can be made.

XHIBIT 3
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Third, the SFDB may consider the “Neighborhood Study Area” which includes the twenty
closest lots to a proposed project. “Additionally lots may be considered to make a compatibility
determination depending on the predominant streetscape, patterns of development, or parcel
sizes.” SFRD Guidelines, p. 15-C.

There are several sets of documents available in the record that appear to summarize the
surrounding parcels. The documents we have seen contain significant errors and do not identify
their source, and thus should not be relied on.

(b) Volume, Bulk, Massing and Scale

Compatibility Guideline #7 states that “design structures [should] be compatible with
neighboring houses in terms of volume, size, massing, scale and bulk.” SFRD Guidelines, p. 17-
C. According to SFRD Guidelines, p. 20-C, the SFDB should consider the following bulleted,
italicized issues related to volume, mass, bulk, size and scale:

o Compatibility: How compatible is the structure’s volume, bulk and scale with the
volume, bulk and scale of the existing neighborhood homes?

The volume of this project is considerable, totaling 15,651 square feet of development. The
gross square footage of both structures is 7,170 square feet; covered porches, decks and trellises
total 1,352 square feet; uncovered patios total 2,128 square feet; the pool and spa are
approximately 800 square feet; and additional paved surfaces add another 4,201 square feet.

The SFRD Guidelines advise applicants to avoid excessive building height, which is overtly
defined as 25’ or more. “Homes taller than 25’ tall are usually incompatible in most single
family neighborhoods.” SFRDG, p. 26-C, § 9.2; see also id p. 53-H, §29.2 (Hillside District
projects usually have a height of 25’ or less, especially where the slope is less than 25% and even
though the zoning ordinance allows 30°). This project, at 29 feet 6 inches, exceeds these
guidelines and in many cases exceeds the height of the surrounding homes. Further, for those
houses that are 30°, they are located in a recessed portion of their lot. The subject house is 29.5
feet tall from a point that is graded up from the existing grade and is prominent at its tallest point.

e FAR: Is structure's size appropriate for its lot size?
See discussion below regarding FAR.

o Second Story Decks: Do wall elements, guardrails, furniture, or outdoor fireplaces
contribute to the bulk or scale of the project?

The elements of the second story deck have not been provided by the applicant and should be
provided prior to SFDB approval.

e Covered Porches, Loggias, and Covered Decks:
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Do the covered porches, loggias, and/or covered decks enhance the building’s design,
appearance, and function? Do they contribute to excessive mass, scale and bulk? Careful
consideration should be given to projects that propose greater than 250 square feet of these
areas, or when they are greater than 10% of the total net square footage of the structure.
Because they include roof structures these areas might easily be enclosed in the future, possibly
without design review. Future enclosure of existing covered areas may contribute to
unacceptable size, bulk, and scale, eliminate a desirable architectural feature, or exceed FAR
limits.

The Project proposes 1,352 gross square feet of covered porches, decks and trellises, which
constitute 23% of the total net square footage of the structures (using 5,899 net square feet for
both structures). If we consider Residence 1 only, the percentage of covered porches, etc. to the
total net square footage is 27% (1190 s.f. divided by 4,395 s.f). These proposed porches,
decks, loggias and trellises clearly exceed the maximum percentages and square footage
recommended by the guidelines.

Garage Door Design and Placement: Does the garage design minimize an appearance of bulk?
Is the scale of the garage appropriate in comparison to the
portion of the house visible from the street?

The SFRD Guidelines, p. 12-SP 5.2 also advise that “garages should not be the predominant
feature of the front elevation ... and that design solutions which locate the garage behind the
main residence are preferred, where feasible.”

The Project’s four garages are located in front of the main residence, near the street and visible
from Green Ridge Lane. The driveways, both on the west side of the property and the front
“motorcade” add to the excessive pavement (4,201 square feet) and predominant view of garages
and driveways from the front elevation.

o Second-Story Setbacks: How does the second- story volume affect the streetscape or
neighboring backyards? How bulky does a structure appear from the front or the
back of a house because of how the massing of a building is composed?

The second story overlooks the neighboring residence to the south and poses significant privacy
issues. It also has the potential to look northward into the adjoining properties there,
compromising privacy on that side.

The portal, located at front of the property, very near Green Ridge Lane, adds to a bulky front
appearance. The size, dimensions and story poles representing the portal have not been provided
by the applicant and should be prior to approval.

e Canyon Effect: How close is the volume of a proposed second-story structure to the
volume of any adjacent property’s existing second-story volume?

The distance from the project’s second story to the adjacent second story property should be
identified.
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» Wall Size: How does a large expanse of wall contribute to a structure’s appearance
of bulk? How can a structure’s volume be articulated consistent with an architectural
style? Do building wall heights allow proportional human scale window and door
details?

The building has considerable massing from walls facing north and west, and the project appears
quite bulky from the primary view corridor and from High Ridge Road.

Roof Size: How does a large expanse of roof contribute to a structure s appearance of bulk?
How can a structure’s massing be changed to avoid large expanses of roof?

There is a considerable amount of exposed and visible roof.

Plate Height: Do building plate heights allow for appropriately scaled wall, window and door
details?

The ten foot living room plate on an elevated portion of the house unnecessarily increases the
bulk and mass.

(c) Floor to Lot Area Ratio (FAR)

The project’s size exceeds the recommendations for Floor to Lot Area Ratios (FAR) delineated
in the SFRD Guidelines. Compatibility Guideline No. 8 states that applicants should strive for a
project which falls in the “less than 85% of maximum FAR?” range for the project size. SFRD
Guidelines, p. 21-C. Although maximum FARs are applied as guidelines rather than
requirements on lots that are 15,000 square feet or larger, the SFR Guidelines have calculated
recommended FARs for projects that exceed 15,000 square feet. This 31,584 square foot lot is
just under % acre. According to the SFRD guidelines the recommended dwelling area (85% of
maximum FAR) for a % acre lot is 4,127 square feet. (SFR Guidelines, p. 23-C). The Project’s
total net square footage for all site structures is 5,899 square feet, exceeding the maximum
recommended area by 1,772 square feet.

Apparently in order to circumvent the FAR guideline, the FAR for the Project has been
calculated assuming that the single lot has been split into two lots: one measuring 15,000 square
feet and one measuring 16,584 square feet. With this arbitrary lot division, the FAR of Unit 1 is
calculated to be 99.9% and the FAR of Unit 2 at 34%. However, even though they are
physically attached to Unit 1, the 459 square foot garage and 125 square foot storage unit have
both been attributed to Unit 2. This appears to have been apportioned to ensure that the Unit 1
FAR is less than 100%. Regardless of whether the lot is split or not, or whether a garage and
storage structure are located adjacent to Unit 1 and attributed to Unit 2, the maximum FAR
guidelines of 85% have been exceeded.

C. Trees
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“The proposed project does not include the removal of or significantly impact any designated
Specimen Tree, Historic Tree or Landmark Tree. The proposed project, to the maximum extent
feasible, preserves and protects healthy, non-invasive trees with a trunk diameter of four inches
(4") or more measured four feet (4") above natural grade. If the project includes the removal of
any healthy, non-invasive tree with a diameter of four inches (4") ar more measured four feet (4')
above natural grade, the project includes a plan to mitigate the impact of such removal by
planting replacement trees in accordance with applicable tree replacement ratios.”

The applicant is required to submit landscape plans prior to Preliminary Review pursuant to
SFDB Guidelines, Part II, Section 1.1.

D. Health, Safety and Welfare

The SFDB must find that “the public health, safety, and welfare are appropriately protected and
preserved.” See letter from Marc Chytilo to the Planning Commission, dated February 7,
2011, pages 3-6 for a discussion of the hazards surrounding Green Ridge Lane relating to
emergency vehicle access and fire hazards.

E. Good Neighbor Guidelines

“The project generally complies with the Good Neighbor Guidelines regarding privacy,
landscaping, noise and lighting.”

We regret that there has been no consideration of the concerns of the immediate neighbors. The
good Neighbor Guidelines have not bee faithfully observed.

F. Public Views

“The development, including proposed structures and grading, preserves significant public scenic
views of and from the hillside.”

The Riviera is renowned for its views of the City, the waterfront and the Ocean. Chase Palm
Park offers a visual punctuation to the interface of sea and land, while sunsets and sunrises
inspire on a daily basis. From High Ridge and Green Ridge Roads, the site is visible, as it is
from most of the residences on these streets.

G. Natural Topography Protection
“The development, including the proposed structures and grading, is appropriate to the site, is
designed to avoid visible scarring, and does not significantly modify the natural topography of
the site or the natural appearance of any ridgeline or hillside.”

The grading adds height to the structure and should be reduced.
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H. Building Scale

“The development maintains a scale and form that blends with the hillside by minimizing the
visual appearance of structures and the overall height of structures.”

The amount of building overwhelms the lot.

I Grading

“The proposed grading will not significantly increase siltation in or decrease the water quality of
streams, drainages or water storage facilities to which the property drains; and ... will not cause
a substantial loss of southern oak woodland habitat.”

See Letter from Marc Chytilo to Planning Commission, dated March 4, 2011, pages 3-4
regarding grading and drainage issues.

J. Vegetation Removal

“The proposed vegetation removal will not significantly increase siltation in or decrease the
water quality of streams, drainages or water storage facilities to which the property drains; and
... will not cause a substantial loss of southern oak woodland habitat; and ... will comply with
all applicable provisions of Chapter 22.10, “Vegetation Removal,” of this Code.”

The applicant is required to submit landscape plans prior to Preliminary Review pursuant to
SFDB Guidelines, Part II, Section 1.1.

Applicable Authority
SBMC
22.69.050 Neighborhood Preservation, Grading and Vegetation Removal Ordinance
Findings.
If a project is referred to the Single Family Design Board for review pursuant to Section
22.69.020 and the Single Family Design Board Guidelines, the Single Family Design Board
shall make the findings specified below prior to approving the project.

A. NEIGHBORHOOD PRESERVATION FINDINGS. Prior to approval of any project,
the Single Family Design Board shall make each of the following findings:

1. Consistency and Appearance. The proposed development is consistent with the scenic
character of the City and will enhance the appearance of the neighborhood.

2. Compatibility. The proposed development is compatible with the neighborhood, and its
size, bulk, and scale are appropriate to the site and neighborhood.

3. Quality Architecture and Materials. The proposed buildings and structures are designed
with quality architectural details. The proposed materials and colors maintain the natural
appearance of the ridgeline or hillside,
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4. Trees. The proposed project does not include the removal of or significantly impact any
designated Specimen Tree, Historic Tree or Landmark Tree. The proposed project, to the
maximum extent feasible, preserves and protects healthy, non-invasive trees with a trunk
diameter of four inches (4'") or more measured four feet (4')above natural grade, If the
project includes the removal of any healthy, non-invasive tree with a diameter of four
inches (4") or more measured four feet (4') above natural grade, the project includes a plan
to mitigate the impact of such removal by planting replacement trees in accordance with
applicable tree replacement ratios.

5. Health, Safety, and Welfare. The public health, safety, and welfare are appropriately
protected and preserved.

6. Good Neighbor Guidelines. The project generally complies with the Good Neighbor
Guidelines regarding privacy, landscaping, noise and lighting.

7. Public Views. The development, including proposed structures and grading, preserves
significant public scenic views of and from the hillside.

B. HILLSIDE DESIGN DISTRICT AND SLOPED LOT FINDINGS. In addition to the
findings specified in Subsection A above, prior to approval of any project on a lot within
the Hillside Design District described in Section 22.68.060 or on a lot or a building site that
has an average slope of 15% or more (as calculated pursuant to Section 28.15.080 of this
Code), the Single Family Design Board shall make each of the following findings:

1. Natural Topography Protection. The development, including the proposed structures
and grading, is appropriate to the site, is designed to avoid visible scarring, and does not
significantly modify the natural topography of the site or the natural appearance of any
ridgeline or hillside.

2. Building Scale. The development maintains a scale and form that blends with the hillside
by

minimizing the visual appearance of structures and the overall height of structures. 425-4
rev. 6/30/10

C. GRADING FINDINGS. In addition to any other applicable findings specified in this
Section 22.69.050, prior to approval of any project that requires design review under either
Paragraph 22.69.030.C.11 or Subsection 22.69.030.E of this Chapter, the Single Family
Design Board shall make each of the following findings:

1. The proposed grading will not significantly increase siltation in or decrease the water
quality of streams, drainages or water storage facilities to which the property drains; and
2. The proposed grading will not cause a substantial loss of southern oak woodland habitat.

D. VEGETATION REMOVAL FINDINGS. In addition to any other applicable findings
specified in this Section 22.69.050, prior to approving a vegetation removal permit that
requires design review under Subsection 22.69.030.F of this Chapter, the Single Family
Design Board shall make each of the following findings:

1. The proposed vegetation removal will not significantly increase siltation in or decrease
the water quality
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of streams, drainages or water storage facilities to which the property drains; and

2. The proposed vegetation removal will not cause a substantial loss of southern oak
woodland habitat; and

3. The proposed vegetation removal will comply with all applicable provisions of Chapter
22.10,

“Vegetation Removal,” of this Code. (Ord. 5444, 2008; Ord. 5416, 2007.)

22.69.055 Green Building Standard for Large Residences.

If a project proposes more than 500 square feet of new net floor area (new construction,
replacement construction, or additions), and the net floor area of all existing and new
buildings on the lot resulting from the application will exceed foyr thousand (4,000) square
feet of net floor area as calculated pursuant to Section 28.04.315, all new square footage
(new construction, replacement construction, or additions) proposed as part of the project
shall meet or exceed a three-star designation under the Santa Barbara Contractors’
Association Built Green program or equivalent standards under another green
construction program recognized by the City. (Ord. 5518, 2010.)
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March 17, 201

VIA HAND DELIVERY

Santa Barbara City Council

Santa Barbara City Clerk’s Office, City Hall
735 Anacapa Street

Santa Barbara, California 93101

RE: Appeal of Planning Commission Decision on March 10, 2011
Application # MST2010-00186

1233 Mission Ridge Road

Dear City Clerk,

This office represents Judy and David Denenholz who hereby appeal the Planning Commission’s
March 10, 2011 decision upholding the issuance of a Performance Standard Permit and
authorizing a second dwelling unit as part of a proposed residential project located on the private
Green Ridge Lane in Santa Barbara’s upper Riviera neighborhood but with a street address of
1233 Mission Ridge Road (“Project”). We challenge all aspects of this approval, including the
sufficiency of the evidence, the adequacy of the findings, CEQA compliance, and Brown Act
compliance.

We are filing this appeal to preserve our right of review but do not expect or desire that this
matter will be calendared until the Single Family Design Board process is complete and we have
adequate time to submit supplemental appeal documents and prepare for the hearing itself. The
project is scheduled to go be before the SFDB on March 28, 2011. Please see Danny Kato’s
email attached assuring that all appeals to the City Council, including the Additional Dwelling
Unit PSP and SFDB Project Design approval will be heard in a single City Council hearing.
This appeal is a “placeholder” filed to preserve review rights at minimum cost while other
proceedings occur and disputed issues may be resolved or narrowed. Mr. Kato has provided
further assurances that we will have “ample time” to prepare for a council hearing, should that
become necessary.

The grounds for this appeal are summarily stated by reference to prior letters filed in this matter,
including: 1) Letter to the Staff Hearing Officer, January 21, 2011; 2) Planning Commission
Appeal letter, February 7, 2011; 3) Planning Commission Supplemental Appeal letter, March 3,
2011; and 4) Letter to Steve Wiley, March 9, 2011. We reserve the right to add issues, evidence
and argument to supplement this appeal.

Law OFFICE OF MARC CHYTILO

P.O. Box 92233 e Santa Barbara, California 93190

Phone: (805) 6820585 ® Fax: (805) 6822379

Email(s): airlaw5@cox.net (Marc); anacitrin@cox.net (Ana)
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Respectfully Submitted,

/ Marc Chyﬁloﬂ

Enclosures: Email from Danny Kato, March 10, 2011
Letter from M. Chytilo to SHO, January 21, 2011
Appeal letter from M. Chytilo to Planning Commission, February 7, 2011
Supplemental appeal letter from M. Chytilo to Planning Commission, March 3,
2011
Letter, Marc Chytilo to Steve Wiley, March 9, 2011
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January 21, 2011

Ms. Susan Reardon, Staff Hearing Officer By Hand Delivery
Community Development Department

Planning Division

P.O. Box 1990

Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990

RE: Application # MST2010-00186
1233 Mission Ridge Road

Dear Ms. Reardon,

This letter is submitted on behalf of my clients Judy and David Denenholtz in regard to the
proposed project located at 1233 Mission Ridge Road (“Project”). The Denenholtzs are
homeowners near the Project and are concerned about several aspects of the Project including the
size, bulk and scale of the project; the Project’s blockage of views from homes, streets, and open
space areas of the Ocean and City; safety issues surrounding emergency vehicle access based on
past experience; and the City’s compliance with CEQA. A number of other neighbors have
expressed strong reservations about the project and appeared in opposition before the Single
Family Design Board (SFDB).

1. The Good Neighbor Process Has Not Been Employed and Neighbors Need Complete
Project Information to Ensure Their Interests Are Addressed

As explained to the applicant and the SFDB, the neighbors on Green Ridge Lane are troubled by
the size of the structures and site intensification with the addition of a full second house on the
lot. The SFDB agreed that the initial proposal was far too large for the neighborhood and site,
and some reductions were made. The neighbors remain skeptical, particularly concerning
specific view corridors, including views to Chase Palm Park and the waterfront, and asked the
applicant, planning staff and SFDB to install story poles to illustrate how the project might affect
the views of the ocean and City. See Exhibits 1 & 2. While the SFBD did order story poles,
they allowed the applicant to choose whether to install them before the instant Staff Hearing
Officer (SHO) hearing or the subsequent SFDB hearing. SFDB Minutes, 11/22/10. Thus the
neighbors’ concerns have been unaddressed, leading to the Deneholtz’ and others’ opposition.

We ask that you continue this hearing and direct the applicant to erect full story poles per the
SFDB Guidelines, 4/27/2010. “The purpose of story poles is to assist the Single Family Design
Board (SFDB), staff and interested neighbors (and if proposal is appealed, the Planning
Commission and/or Council) in determining consistency regarding appropriate size, bulk and
scale; height; neighborhood compatibility and/or minimizing impacts on important public
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views.” Only through the erection of story poles can the Project’s view blockage be gauged, and
hopefully adjusted to reduce or avoid occlusion of important views by neighbors.

2. The Findings Cannot Be Made and the PSP Should Be Denied

In the event that the SHO does not move to continue this hearing and direct the applicant to
install story poles, we respectfully request that the Performance Standard Permit (PSP) be denied
and a determination made that the CEQA Categorical Exemption is not available for this Project.
The basis for denial is the inability to make findings necessary for approval of the PSP.
Specifically, there is evidence in the record gained from City files that the lot is actually only
28,964.64 square feet. Exhibit 3. As such, the finding of lot size adequacy cannot be made.
Similarly, Green Ridge Lane narrows below the mandatory 16” for about 20°, in some places to
as little as 14°. The road is inadequate to serve the homes it serves now, and clearly cannot
accept additional residences. Recently emergency medical personnel were unable to get vehicles
close enough to access a resident of Green Ridge Lane experiencing a medical emergency and
were forced to hike the person out, using a gurney, to get the patient to the hospital. Green Ridge
Lane was too narrow and competing traffic prevented ambulance access.

A Performance Standard Permit is discretionary not obligatory. The code establishes that the
SHO “may” grant a performance permit if the findings are made. SBMC § 28.93.020.A. The
term “may” in the ordinance denotes an optional or discretionary action, as distinguished from
the term “shall” that denotes a mandatory duty. See § 28.02.005. Section 28.92.030.E. again
uses the term “may” - a PSP permit “may be granted by the Staff Hearing Officer” for an
additional dwelling, reiterating that there is no obligation by the SHO or entitlement to the
applicant for this dispensation.

The Municipal Code directs that “the location of such additional dwellings shall comply with the
provisions of all ether applicable ordinance.” Id. The zoning ordinance prohibits secondary
dwelling units in High Fire Hazard Areas. § 28.94.030.Z.11. The Project is in a High Fire
Hazard Area. Adding a second dwelling unit is prohibited by ordinance, and as such, the PSP
cannot be granted. Staff has indicated they believe a definitional distinction applies, even though
the term “additional dwelling unit” is not specifically defined in the zoning ordinance. Sophistic
arguments aside, the Project is adjacent to expansive stands of mature chaparral on the steep
slopes of Sycamore Canyon - areas that did not burn in either the Tea or Jesusita Fires and thus
are still highly prone to wildfire. Fire access is restricted not only by the narrow, fourteen (14)
foot wide Green Ridge Lane but also the acute geometry (approximately 160 degree) and steep
section of Green Ridge Lane’s intersection with Mission Ridge Road. The prohibition against
secondary dwelling units in High Fire Hazard Areas reflects a common-sense awareness that
adding multiple families to single driveways, especially on long private roads, is a recipe for
disaster. A hasty emergency evacuation of the residents (some of whom are not mobile and
require assistance) of Green Ridge Lane while emergency responders are going down the lane to
address a fire is simply impossible on a fourteen foot wide road. Thus, in spite of Staff’s belief
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in a definitional distinction between secondary and additional dwelling units, the policy rationale
for the prohibition of multiple dwellings on single lots applies with vigor to this Project due to its
location in the High Fire Hazard Area. The wildfire hazard inherent in Santa Barbara’s foothills
militates towards a reduced number of families living on this lot, not more.

The Fire Department’s acceptance of a substandard road is not dispositive of the adequacy of the
roadways for ingress and egress, and in fact, does not overtly purport that it is. The SHO must
make an independent evaluation and determination that there are “adequate provisions for
ingress and egress” in light of the community roadway capacity. SBMC §28-93-030.E. A recent
independent audit of the status of the City’s foothill roadways concluded “[m]any of the roads in
the Foothill and Extreme Foothill Zones do not meet current Fire Department access . . .
standards.” (Final Engineer’s Report, FY 2010-11, City of Santa Barbara Wildland Fire
Suppression Assessment, May 2010, page 2, attached as Exhibit 4 ). As developed more fully
herein, there is ample evidence of the inadequacy of roadways to accommodate additional
residents in the area of the Project, and the Fire Department letter fails to address the required
adequacy of ingress and egress. Thus the SHO is without evidence to make the required
findings.

3. A Categorical Exemption Is Not Available For This Project

Staff has summarily concluded that the Project is categorically exempt without performing the
required environmental assessment. The Project is not categorically exempt from CEQA
because: a) the project is too large to apply to the small structures exemption; and b) unusual
circumstances preclude the use of a categorical exemption. Additionally, the Project is
inconsistent with various aspects of the City’s Codes, Guidelines and Plans including the Santa
Barbara Municipal Code (Neighborhood Protection Ordinance, etc.), Single Family Design
Board Guidelines, Single Family Residence Design Guidelines, and the City of Santa Barbara
Wildland Fire Plan. Due to these numerous inconsistencies and the public safety risks that they
pose, we ask that you direct the applicant to reduce the size of the development including
disallowing the second dwelling unit.

A. The Project Is Not Categorically Exempt from CEQA

In enacting CEQA, the legislature empowered the Secretary of the Resources Agency to exempt
certain classes of projects which have been determined not to have a significant effect on the
environment. Pub. Resources Code § 21084 (a). These classes of projects are now listed in the
CEQA Guidelines. The City contends the Project is exempt from CEQA under the Guidelines
§15303 for “New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures”:

15303. NEW CONSTRUCTION OR CONVERSION OF SMALL STRUCTURES

Class 3 consists of construction and location of limited numbers of new, small facilities
or structures; installation of small new equipment and facilities in small structures; and
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the conversion of existing small structures from-one use to another where only minor
modifications are made in the exterior of the structure. The numbers of structures
described in this section are the maximum allowable on any legal parcel. Examples of
this exemption include, but are not limited to:

(a) One single-family residence, or a second dwelling unit in a residential zone. In

urbanized areas, up to three single-family residences may be constructed or converted
under this exemption.

For reasons articulated below, this exemption is not available for the Project and CEQA
compliance is required before the Project may be lawfully approved.

i. A Categorical Exemption is Unavailable Because the Project is Not a Small
Structure

The § 15303 exemption is limited to “construction ...of ...small facilities or structures.” The
Project is very large. The Project has structures totaling over 8,500 square feet, in contrast to the
current existing structure totaling just 2,847 square feet.

The size exceeds the recommendations for Floor to Lot Area Ratios (FAR) delineated in the
Single-Family Residence Design Guidelines (“SFR Guidelines™). Compatibility Guideline No. 8
states that applicants should strive for a project which falls in the “less than 85% of maximum
FAR” range for the project size. (SFR Guidelines, p. 21-C). Although maximum FARs are
applied as guidelines rather than requirements on lots that are 15,000 square feet or larger, the
SFR Guidelines have calculated recommended FARs for projects that exceed 15,000 square feet.
This 31,584 square foot lot is just under % acre.! According to the SFR guidelines the
recommended dwelling area (85% of maximum FAR) for a % acre lot is 4,127 square feet. (SFR
Guidelines, p. 23-C). The Project’s total net square footage for all site structures is 5,899 square
feet, exceeding the maximum recommended area by 1,772 square feet.

Apparently in order to circumvent the FAR guideline, the FAR for the Project has been
calculated assuming that the single lot has been split into two lots: one measuring 15,000 square
feet and one measuring 16,584 square feet. With this arbitrary lot division, the FAR of Unit 1 is
calculated to be 99.9% and the FAR of Unit 2 at 34%. However, even though they are
physically attached to Unit 1, the 459 square foot garage and 125 square foot storage unit have
both been attributed to Unit 2. This appears to have been apportioned to ensure that the Unit 1
FAR is less than 100%. Regardless of whether the lot is split or not, or whether a garage and
storage structure are located adjacent to Unitl and attributed to Unit 2, the maximum FAR
guidelines of 85% have been exceeded, and this Project is considered large under the City’s
Guidelines and criteria.

1 The ratio is higher if the lot is smaller.



Ms. Susan Reardon
January 21,2011
Page 5

Additionally, the SFR Guidelines recommend that “careful consideration should be given to
projects that propose greater than 250 square feet of [covered porches, loggias, covered decks]
or when they are greater than 10% of the total net square footage of the structure.” (SFR
Guidelines p. 20-C). The Project proposes 1,111 square feet of covered porches, decks and
trellises, which constitute 19% of the total net square footage of the structure, and again greatly
exceed the SFR Guidelines.

The large size of this Project including: 1) exceeding the recommended FAR guidelines for
dwellings by 1,772 square feet; 2) exceeding the covered porches guidelines by 861 square feet;
and 3) adding 4,201 square feet of additional paved surfaces precludes the use of the §15303
Categorical Exemption for small structures. We ask that either you require the applicant to
conform with the FAR guidelines or require an environmental impact report for this large
structure.

ii.  Unusual Circumstances Preclude the Use of a Categorical Exemptioh

A categorically exempt project loses its exempt status if there is a reasonable possibility that the
activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances.
Guidelines § 15300.2 (c); Salmon Protection & Watershed Network v. County of Marin (2004)
125 Cal. App. 4th 1098, 1105. To sustain the “unusual circumstances exception”, the evidence
must show some feature of the project that distinguishes it from others in the exempt class. San
Lorenzo Valley Community Advocates for Responsible Education v. San Lorenzo Valley Unified
School Dist., 139 Cal. App. 4th 1356, 1394 (Cal. App. 6th Dist. 2006).

The Project is “unusual” due to: 1) its large size, both in its dwelling area and outdoor paved
surfaces (see above); 2) its adverse effect on the views and aesthetics of the area (see below); and
3) its location in a High Fire Hazard Area and lack of adequate fire access (see below).

In order to determine whether there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a
“significant effect on the environment” the Agency should conduct an Initial Study using an
environmental assessment or similar analysis.... (CEQA Guidelines §15063(a)(2)).

Since the City of Santa Barbara has not adopted thresholds for its agencies to conduct consistent
and efficient Initial Studies, we look to Appendix G of the CEQA guidelines to determine
whether the Project will have a “significant effect” on the environment. In this case we find
there are potential significant effects in the “Aesthetics” and “Hazards and Hazardous Materials”
sections delineated in Appendix G. Therefore, the §15303 Categorical Exemption should again
be precluded based on the “unusual circumstances™ exception and an environmental impact
report should be required.

Cit&l practice for SHO actions on PSPs typically includes a step labeled “environmental
assessment.” Unfortunately, there is apparently no defined procedures for conducting an
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environmental assessment. The Staff Report’s brief attempt at justification of a Categorical
Exemption can not suffice as an environmental assessment.

iii.  Pattern and Practice: Failure to Adopt Thresholds of Significance
CEQA encourages each public agency to develop and publish thresholds of significance that the
agency uses in the determination of the significance of environmental effects. (CEQA
Guidelines § 15064.7). By adopting thresholds of significance, a lead agency “promotes
consistency, efficiency, and predictability” in the environmental review process. (Office of
Planning and Research, Thresholds of Significance: Criteria for Defining Environmental
Significance (CEQA Technical Advice Series, 1994), p. 4)). The City of Santa Barbara to date
has no adopted CEQA thresholds of significance. Rather, thresholds used for individual projects
derive in part from the antiquated Master Environmental Assessment (MEA), from the CEQA
Guidelines, from Staff memoranda, and other unknown sources in an ad hoc manner. Many City
environmental documents, fail to identify the source of the specific thresholds used for individual
impact categories. This creates inconsistency and unpredictability in the City’s environmental
review of each project, deprives the public of the ability to verify the source of a given threshold,
and creates the potential for each environmental document to utilize the threshold that best
achieves the desired outcome. This failure to adopt thresholds of significance, undermining the
consistency and legitimacy of City environmental documents, constitutes a pattern and practice
of violating the requirements of CEQA.

iv.  Aesthetic Impacts

In the absence of the City’s adopted thresholds of significance, we look to Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines for impact thresholds. Regarding aesthetic impacts, Appendix G (in pertinent
part) recommends that the lead agency consider if the project would: “1) have a substantial
adverse effect on a scenic vista, or 2) substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings?” (CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G).

Any substantial negative effect of a project on view and other features of beauty could constitute
a significant environmental impact under CEQA. (Quail Botanical Gardens Foundation, Inc. v.
City of Encinitas (1994) 29 Cal.App.4™ 1597, 1604.)

“That a project affects only a few private views may be a factor in determining whether the
impact is significant.” Ocean View Estates Homeowners Association, Inc. v. Montecito Water
District (2004) 116 Cal.App. 4™ 396, 402. “As on other CEQA topics, the opinions of area
residents, if based on direct observation, may be relevant as to aesthetic impact and may
constitute substantial evidence in support of a fair argument; no special expertise is required on
this topic. (Ocean View Estates, supra, 116 Cal.App.4th at p. 402.)” The Pocket Protectors v.
City of Sacramento (2004) 124 Cal.App 4" 903, 937

The Riviera is renowned for its views of the City, the waterfront and the Ocean. Chase Palm
Park offers a visual punctuation to the interface of sea and land, while sunsets and sunrises
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inspire on a daily basis. From High Ridge and Green Ridge Roads, the site is visible, as it is
from most of the residences on these streets.

City General Plan Visual Resources Policy 3.0 states: “New development shall not obstruct
scenic view corridors, including those of the ocean and lower elevations of the City viewed
respectively from the shoreline and upper foothills, and of the upper foothills and mountains
viewed respectively from the beach and lower elevations of the City.” There is no modifier
“important” limiting which view corridors can be sacrificed and which saved, nor does the text
of Policy 3 suggest that obstruction of some scenic view corridors is appropriate. In this case,
staff has improperly inserted the qualifier “important” to viewing locations or scenic corridors.
The General Plan protects scenic corridors, and the Project is located in a prominent and highly
visible location on the Riviera. The Open Space Element designates the Project area as a Major
Hillside with open space features and values that should be protected. Page 102. The
Conservation Element notes that hillsides provide visual resources to residents, using the Riviera
as an example that provides views of the ocean and mountains. Page 10. As the Constitution
for all development in a community (Lesher Communications v. City of Walnut Creek (1990) 52
Cal. 3d 531, 540) against which all City actions must be consistent, the General Plan is missing
from the Staff Report’s analysis.

Further, the visual resources goals and policies counsel the CEQA process and serve as
thresholds in the absence of other objective criteria. Inconsistencies with the General Plan signal
potential CEQA significant impacts, and there is no effort at reconciling these apparent
inconsistencies with the CEQA analysis.

v.  Fire Hazard

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines also lists “Hazards and Hazardous Materials™ as a potential
impact that should be addressed in an agency’s Initial Study. Appendix G (in pertinent part)
recommends that the lead agency consider if the project would:

(1) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? or

(2) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?

The fire hazard present in the Project’s neighborhood is an unusual circumstance that
distinguishes the Project from other small structures in the Class 3 exemption class. The Project
is located along Mission Ridge Road in the “Foothill Zone” which has been designated by the
Santa Barbara Wildland Fire Plan (“WF Plan,” excerpts attached as Exhibit 5) as a “High Fire
Hazard Area.” (WF Plan, p. 37, Figure 19).

The WF Plan describes the Foothill Zone as follows: “The potential fire behavior in this zone is
considered high to extreme depending on weather and fuel conditions. This zone is defined as
areas within the City where a combination of flammable chaparral, oak forest, riparian
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vegetation, eucalyptus groves, and landscaped fuels intermix with residential areas to pose a
significant fire threat.” (WF Plan, § 2.5.2.).

The City has designated the Foothill Zone as “high risk™ as it pertains to the roads. (WF Plan, p.
41, Table 3). The main roads are a “mixture of conforming and existing non-conforming” and
are “further narrowed due to vegetation encroachment.” They do not meet the Fire Department’s
access standards. These conclusions are reiterated in the 2010 Engineers Report, Exhibit 4.
Additionally, the Project is located at the end of a dead-end road that is over 300 ft long. The
WF Plan assigns High Ridge Road and Green Ridge Lane to an evacuation unit located to the
east. Mission Ridge Road, to which they attach, is in a different evacuation unit. Exhibit 5, page
66.

And, although the Project’s second dwelling unit does not require a Conditional Use Permit, the
City’s Zoning Ordinance has banned second dwelling units in “High Fire Hazard Areas”.
(SBMC 28.94.030). Thus indicating that the City has determined that additional dwelling units _
in High Fire Hazard Area pose a safety risk. Notably, Government Code section 815.6
provides: "Where a public entity is under a mandatory duty imposed by an enactment that is
designed to protect against the risk of a particular kind of injury, the public entity is liable for an
injury of that kind proximately caused by its failure to discharge the duty unless the public entity
establishes that it exercised reasonable diligence to discharge the duty." Adding a new residence
to the end of Green Ridge Road endangers the ability of other residents to evacuate safely in
emergency conditions.

In conclusion, the Project’s location in a High Fire Hazard Area differentiates it from others in
the exempt class (of small structures) and poses a significant environmental effect due to its
interference with emergency evacuation plans and fire access as well as significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires.

vi.  Location in a Particularly Sensitive Environment Precludes the Use of a
Categorical Exemption

A categorically exempt project may also lose its exempt status if they are located in a particularly
sensitive environment. Class 3 exemptions (including § 15303) “are qualified by consideration
of where the project is to be located — a project that is ordinarily insignificant in its impact on the
environment may in a particularly sensitive environment be significant. Therefore, these classes
are considered to apply all instances, except where the project may impact on an environmental
resource of hazardous or critical concern where designated, precisely mapped, and officially
adopted pursuant to law by federal, state, or local agencies.” (CEQA Guidelines §15300.2).

This Project is located in a “High Fire Hazard Area” with inadequate fire access as determined
by the City and the independent Engineer’s Report. CEQA therefore requires environmental
review before the Project may be approved. (CEQA Guidelines § 15300.2 (c)).
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vii.  Cumulative Impacts

A Categorical Exemption is not available when a project may have cumulative impacts.
Guidelines § 15300.2(b). Approval of an excessive oversized set of structures, plus a second
residential unit, will incite other nearby landowners to consider similar over-development of
their lots, resulting in additional traffic on narrow windy roads and the semi-rural nature of the
area transitions to an urban setting.

Additionally, replacing 2,700 square feet of structure with over 10,000 square feet of new
development, including a new pool and other amenities will materially increase the number of

employees assisting with the maintenance and servicing of such a large property, contributing to
a cumulative Project impact.

4, The Project Should Be Revised to Comply with Santa; Barbara Codes. Plans and
Guidelines or the Current Permit Should Be Denied

The Project lacks compliance with numerous City of Santa Barbara Codes, Guidelines and Plans.
Specifically, the Project: 1) exceeds FAR guidelines and is not compatible with other homes in
the neighborhood; 2) does not protect the health, safety and welfare of the neighborhood due to
its proposed second dwelling and location in a high fire hazard zone; 3) does not comply with the
Good Neighbor Guidelines; and 4) does not protect public and scenic views of and for the
hillside. We ask that you either direct the applicant to comply with these guidelines regarding
FARs, neighborhood compatibility, fire safety hazards and views, or require an environmental
impact report.

5. A Performance Standard Permit Should Not Be Granted for the Second Dwelling Unit
Due to Public Safety and Evacuation Hazards

Where a lot in an E-1 Zone has an area of more than the required lot area for that zone and
adequate provisions for ingress and egress, a Performance Standard Permit may be granted by
the Staff Hearing Officer for the construction of additional one-family dwellings and allowable
accessory buildings in these zones. (SBMC 28.93.030).

Based on the reasons above regarding the large size of the Project, the safety concerns regarding
fire access and the visual impacts we ask-that you deny the Performance Standard Permit for the
second dwelling unit. This Project does not adequately provide for ingress and egress for either
the Fire Department or the added traffic of a second dwelling unit.

City Fire Development Standards require driveways of at least 16’ width for adequate access.
Exhibit 7. The width is measured by the paved area that can support a 60,000 pound fire truck. .
Id. The driveway (Green Ridge Lane) is 16’ wide in most places, but narrows to 14’ for one
section and remains less than 16” in width for approximately 20°.
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The City’s most recent assessment of the adequacy of wildfire response capacity (Final
Engineer’s Report, FY 2010-11, City of Santa Barbara Wildland Fire Suppression Assessment,
May 2010) concluded that “[m]any of the roads in the Foothill and Extreme Foothill Zones do
not meet current Fire Department access . . . standards.” Green Ridge Lane, the only access for
the new residence, is one such road. The WF Plan makes similar conclusions.

The City’s 16° minimum width standard for all private roads and driveways is itself outdated and
poses a significant public safety risk. The County of Santa Barbara recognizes that the more
houses share a common driveway or private road, the wider that road should be. See, for
example, the Santa Barbara County Private Road and Driveway Standards: Development
Standard # 1, attached as Exhibit 6. Although these don’t control, they are based on the
California Fire Code (CFC) and reflect more current standards than the City is using. A
driveway serving 2 lots may have a 16’ width, but driveways serving 3 to 9 houses require a 20
foot width. CFC 902.1. Any private road serving 2 or more houses requires a 24’ width. CFC
902.2.2.1.

There is considerable relevant information available to evaluate the state of Project area
roadways. Professor Tom Cova’s seminal study Public Safety in the Urban-Wildland Interface:
Should Fire-Prone Communities Have a Maximum Occupancy?, Natural Hazards Review,
August 2005 looked specifically at the challenges of evacuating a Santa Barbara foothill
community in emergency conditions. Exhibit 8. Professor Cova studied Mission Canyon and
concluded that “[r]esidential development in fire-prone areas is continuing without
commensurate improvements to community-based transportation egress systems.” Id., p. 107.
Professor Cova’s thesis has been that neighborhoods have evacuation capacities limited by the
roadways, and that Mission Canyon’s steep, twisty, over parked and narrow roadways
substantially impaired evacuation capacity. The Riviera has similar road conditions.

Cova’s results are validated, and the complexity of the modeling of this issue expanded in
Emergency Planning in the Urban-Wildland Interface: Subdivision-Level Analysis of Wildfire
Evacuations, Brian Wolshon, and Emile Marchive III, Journal of Urban Planning and ;
Development, March 2007, attached as Exhibit 9. Professor Wolshon concluded that evacuation
modeling of neighborhoods threatened with wildfire should look at both microscopic platforms
(neighborhood level) as well as macroscopic modeling systems (regional level). 1d., at p. 74.
The neighborhoods in Wolshon’s study also possessed winding, narrow and steep roadways. 1d.,
p. 75. Wolshon concluded, not surprisingly, that the greater the volume of traffic to evacuate,
the greater the time required. Id., 80.

The end result is that the City has failed to analyze or even consider the effect of additional
dwellings and residents on emergency evacuation capacity. While it is true that any number of
uncertainties could and would affect how well an evacuation could proceed, in light of the
several studies cited herein concluding that there is currently inadequate emergency evacuation
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capacity on area roads, adding a single additional car to an emergency wildfire evacuation could
cross the tipping point. The simple fact is that our foothill communities, including the Riviera
generally and Green Ridge Road specifically, are oversubscribed, and in a reasonable worst-case
fire scenario, some people will not be able to escape. If they happen to leave their homes and are
blocked or stopped, or overtaken by flames, they will likely die. That happened in Oakland in
1991 and in Greece on August 26, 2007. See Exhibit 10, on the East Bay Fires; see also Los
Angeles Times, August 27, 2007, LATimes.com. (“Most of the people killed in Greece's worst
fires in decades were burned to death as they tried to flee, trapped in their cars or in charred
fields.””) Many, if not all of the conditions that led to the Oakland deaths are present or can

easily occur in the Riviera. There has been no showing of adequate ingress and egress, and the
PSP should be denied.

6. The SHO Should Decline To Act On This Application And Request Planning
Commission Review Of The Project

The City’s SHO program was not intended to include complex or controversial land use
permitting projects. “The main goal of the Staff Hearing Officer (SHO) program, which was
created in 2006, is to improve and simplify the discretionary planning process for projects that
are generally non-controversial and do not involve major land use policy considerations. The
benefits include freeing up Planning Commission time to spend on projects with broader
community and policy issues. It will also enable staff to put their resources into the larger
projects, while streamlining the smaller, less controversial ones.”
http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/Government/Hearings/SHO/

It is evident from the SFDB minutes that numerous neighbors have raised concerns over this
project, as validated by the SFDB’s own action directing a “substantial” reduction in the Project
size. Staff is aware this was and is a controversial project. The Project has evolved to involve
more significant land use policy considerations, including emergency access, survey data
adequacy, General Plan and zoning ordinance consistency, etc. As such this exceeds the
intention for SHO matters.

Commenters were advised by planning staff that there had been considerable discussion in the
Planning Department and among planning department staff regarding this project, including a
consideration of the timing for story poles. Apparently the expectation that this project would be
appealed to the Planning Commission was one justification for the decision to not grant our
request that story poles be installed before the SHO hearing. It is unfair to the public and the
applicant to prevent the early disclosure of information critical to a public concern over a land
use project and to force an appeal to the Planning Commission. Under these circumstances, and
where the SHO themselves may have been privy to such discussions, fairness and economy
dictates that the SHO should demur and take no action on the Project, and instead send it to the
Planning Commission for action. This will trigger installation of story poles, and potentially
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enable a more productive conversation between the applicant and surrounding neighbors that
could eliminate much or all of the controversy.

7. Conclusion

In conclusion, we request that you direct the applicant to reduce the project size to conform with
the City’s Codes, Guidelines, and Plans, and perform an environmental analysis pursuant to
CEQA. The Project is not categorically exempt from CEQA because a) the project is too large
too apply to the small structures exemption; and b) unusual circumstances preclude the use of a
categorical exemption. In addition, we ask that you deny the Performance Standard Permit for
the second dwelling unit to reduce the impacts of this large project.

Sincerely,

Law OFFICE OF C CHYTILO

Marc Chytils

Exhibits
1. Email, Marc Chytilo to Thomas Sanborn, RE: Request for Discussion of Concerns and
Story Poles, January 19, 2011
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3. City of Santa Barbara Parcel Lookup Results - Details, 8/27/2010

4, Final Engineer’s Report, FY 2010-11, City of Santa Barbara Wildland Fire Suppression
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RE: Appeal of SHO Approval (January 26, 2011)- Application # MST2010-00186
1233 Mission Ridge Road :

Vice-Chair Jostes and Members of the Planning Commission,

This office represents Judy and David Denenholtz who hereby appeal the Staff Hearing Officer’s
January 26, 2011 decision issuing a Performance Standard Permit and authorizing a second
dwelling unit as part of a proposed residential project located on the private Green Ridge Lane in
Santa Barbara’s upper Riviera neighborhood but with a street address of 1233 Mission Ridge
Road (“Project”). The Denenholtzs are homeowners near the Project and are concerned about
several aspects of the Project including the size, bulk and scale of the project; the Project’s
blockage of views from homes, streets, and open space areas of the ocean and city; the adequacy
of existing roadways, in particular Green Ridge Lane, to provide safe and adequate ingress and
egress during wildfire-induced emergency conditions; safety issues surrounding emergency
vehicle access based on past experience; and the City’s compliance with CEQA. A number of
other neighbors have expressed strong reservations about the project and appeared in opposition
before the Single Family Design Board (SFDB) and the Staff Hearing Officer. We ask that the
Planning Commission reverse the Staff Hearing Officer’s decision by denying the Performance
Standard Permit for an additional dwelling unit, and directing the preparation of an
environmental impact analysis for the remainder of the Project.

This appeal is addressed to the Vice Chair as Planning Commission Chairman Bartlett has
appeared on behalf of the owner at the SFDB and may not participate in this proceeding. Gov.
Code § 87100, et seq. - *

The preliminary issues in this appeal are as follows:
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Issue #1: Inadequate Findings

Findings serve an essential function in administrative decisionmaking, in identifying the
substantial evidence upon which a decision is based, demonstrating compliance with all statutory
and regulatory criteria and requirements, bridging the analytic gap between the raw evidence and
the ultimate decision. Orinda Ass'n v. Bd. of Supervisors (1986) 182 Cal. App. 3d 1145, 1162,
citing Topanga Assn. for a Scenic Community v. County of Los Angeles (1974) 11 Cal. 3d 506,
510. When a statue imposes specific details to the necessary findings, there is a “burden on the
approving agency to affirmatively show that it has considered the identified means of
[complying with the statute].” Village Laguna of Laguna Beach v. Board of Supervisors of
Orange County (1982) 134 Cal. App. 3d 1022, 1034.

The minutes of the SHO hearing state that the SHO adopted the findings as contained in the Staff
Report. The Staff Report includes the following: .

VI. FINDINGS
The Staff Hearing Officer finds the following:

A. PERFORMANCE STANDARD PERMIT (SBMC 28.93.030)

The Staff Hearing Officer finds that the Performance Standard Permit complies with all
standards of SBMC 28.93.030.E, including adequate lot area for two residential units, with
associated existing accessory space, and adequate ingress and egress for each residence. The
Additional Dwelling Unit has adequate ingress and egress, complies with all ordinance
standards including height and setbacks, and is located on a lot of adequate size for an
Additional Dwelling Unit in the E-1 zone district, as described in Section IV of the staff report..

The Findings fail to identify the substantial evidence supporting these conclusions, do not recite
to the applicable authority concerning the adequacy of surveys or the standards for ingress and
egress, and fail to bridge the analytical gap. They constitute little more than just recitation of the
ordinance. This abbreviated finding deprives the public and reviewing decisionmakers of any
information regarding the City’s analysis and consideration of the evidence.

Issue # 2: Compliance with Performance Standard Permit Requirements for
Additional Dwelling Units (SBMC § 28.93.030E)

The Staff Hearing Officer’s action approving an additional dwelling unit on Green Ridge Lane is
not in accord with SBMC § 28.93.030E. In order to grant a Performance Standard Permit
(“PSP”), the Staff Hearing Officer must find that: 1) the lot has an area two times the lot area
required for one unit in the E-1 zone (30,000 square feet for 2 dwelling units); 2) there are
adequate provisions for ingress and egress; and 3) the location of the additional dwelling
complies with all applicable ordinances. (SBMC 28.93.030E.). This permit was improperly
approved because the Staff Hearing Officer did not have evidence to support determinations
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regarding: 1) whether this lot has more than the required lot area (30,000 square feet); 2)
whether adequate provisions for ingress and egress exist for the additional dwelling unit; and 3)
whether the location of the additional dwelling unit complies with all applicable ordinances.
Additionally and separately, this project and permit should not and cannot be approved due to the
lack of evidence of lot size and the substandard and nonconforming nature of vehicular access.

1) Lot Size

The subject property is zoned E-1 and requires a minimum lot area of 1 5,000 square feet per
unit. Therefore, the lot must be at least 30,000 square feet to meet the PSP requirement for two
residences. SBMC § 28.93.030.E.

There is evidence in the record gained from City files that the lot is 28,964.64 square feet.
Exhibit 1. The Assistant Planner testified at the SHO hearing that three surveys had been
conducted on this lot, each finding the lot to exceed 30,000 square feet. However, the City
Planning file indicates that there are no actual surveys, and only one letter from a surveyor that
calculated the area of the lot using a 1947 legal description of the property. Appellants have
made several reviews of the record, and specifically requested the surveys on several occasions.
The SFDB was told there was a survey on file, as was the SHO; when in fact there is no physical
survey, only a calculation of area based on an ancient and unverified legal description. It is well
known that surveys performed over fifty year ago were not entirely accurate, and some portion of
the claimed lot may have been lost by adverse use and possession if occupied by an adjacent
building or if the legal description is otherwise in error. The SHO relied on evidence not in the
record in the form of staff’s incorrect assertion that there were in fact three surveys in the record.
This letter is concomitantly a request under the Public Records Act, Gov. Code § 6250 for copies
of the three separate physical surveys relied on by the SHO, as they have not been included
within the City’s planning or design files before the date of the SHO hearing, or were otherwise
withheld from appellants.

2) Adequate Ingress and Egress Does Not Exist

The Project is located on a substandard, non-conforming road in a very hazardous part of the
City. Green Ridge Lane lacks sufficient width to accommodate any intensification of
development or use. There are currently more developed residential lots that rely on Green
Ridge Lane as their access than are permitted under the currently applicable zoning ordinance.
Approval of a PSP will increase both the amount of development served by the non*conforming
Green Ridge Lane and the level of use and activity that will be experienced on the roadway.

a) High Fire Hazard Area Background

The Project is located in the City’s “High Fire Hazard Area” due to exposure to wildfire risk.
The Project area was evacuated for both the Tea and Jesusita fires in the last 2 years, and is
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adjacent to the steep slopes of Sycamore Canyon that remain covered with dense stands of
mature chaparral vegetation. This combination of steep slopes and mature vegetation create
extraordinary wildfire risks for residents. See generally the Seismic Safety-Safety Element,
August 1979, pages 55 et seq. This hazard is exacerbated by Global Climate Change, which is
widely accepted to be increasing the frequency and intensity of wildfire, including in Santa
Barbara. See, generally, Plan Santa Barbara FEIR, § 18.1.4.

The City has designated the Foothill Zone as “high risk” for wildfire hazard due in part to
inadequate roadways. (See Santa Barbara Wildland Fire Plan, Table 3; hereinafter “WF Plan;”
excerpts attached as Exhibit 2). The main roads in the Foothill Zone are a “mixture of
conforming and existing non-conforming” and are “further narrowed due to vegetation
encroachment.”

The hazardous conditions of roadways in the high fire hazard zones is further documented in the
recent independent audit of the status of the City’s foothill roadways. The Auditing Engineer
concluded “[m]any of the roads in the Foothill and Extreme Foothill Zones do not meet current
Fire Department access . . . standards.” (Final Engineer’s Report, FY 2010-11, City of Santa
Barbara Wildland Fire Suppression Assessment, May 2010, page 2, attached as Exhibit 3)

Additionally, the Project is located at the end of a dead-end road that is over 300 ft long and does
not provide adequate space for multiple vehicles to turn around. Emergency equipment serving
the Project must pass five other driveways that could have exiting traffic or other obstructions in
event of an emergency evacuation to gain access to the Project.

The WF Plan assigns High Ridge Road and Green Ridge Lane to an evacuation unit located to
the east. Mission Ridge Road, to which they attach, is in a different evacuation unit. Exhibit 5,
page 66. This very unusual assignment create considerable doubt how Green Ridge Lane
residents would be evacuated - a strict reading of the WF Plan could have them existing out
through Sycamore Canyon. Residents have no assurances that they will be correctly advised
during a wildfire - advice which may be essential to survival.

b) Ingress and Egress on Green Ridge Lane Does Not Comply with City Fire
Development Standards

In 2010 the Santa Barbara City Council adopted Ordinance No. 5535 amending the existing Fire
Code to adopt the state Fire Code’s standards and in particular delineating standardg for fire
access roads as follows:

503.2.1 Dimensions. Fire apparatus access roads shall have an unobstructed
width of not less than 20 feet (6096 mm) except for approved security gates in
accordance with Section 503.6 and an unobstructed vertical clearance of not less
than 13 feet 6 inches. If a fire apparatus access road serves three or fewer single-
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family residential units, the required width may be reduced to not less than 16 feet
(4879 mm) upon the approval of the fire code official. (Emphasis added.)

Green Ridge Lane currently serves six residences and according to the City’s ordinance should
measure not less than 20 feet wide. In fact, the road is barely 16 feet wide at its widest points,
and narrows below 16 feet for about 20 feet, in some places to as little as 14 feet.! The road is
inadequate to serve the homes it serves now, and clearly cannot accept additional residences or
increased levels of use without compromising the safety of existing and new residents. Recently
emergency vehicles were blocked by parked vehicles on Green Ridge Lane, compromising
response to a Green Ridge Lane resident experiencing a medical emergency. Green Ridge Lane
Wwas too narrow and competing parked traffic prevented complete emergency vehicle access.

The Fire Department’s acceptance of a substandard road is not dispositive of the adequacy of the
roadway for ingress and egress, and in fact, does not overtly purport that it is. It is important to
note that evacuation during wildfire and similar emergency conditions is typically managed by
law enforcement, not the Fire Department, whose role is to respond to the fire while law
enforcement manages evacuation. The Planning Commission must make an independent
evaluation and determination that there are “adequate provisions for ingress and egress” in li ght
of the community roadway capacity. SBMC §28-93-030.E. There is ample evidence of the
inadequacy of roadways to accommodate additional residents in the area of the Project, and both
Fire Inspector Jim Austin’s letter and testimony at the hearing failed to address the required
adequacy of ingress and egress. Thus the Planning Commission must deny the proposed PSP
due to the fundamental shortfall in essential roadway capacity.

c) Studies and Experience Show that Adding Dwelling Units Without
Improving Egress is Hazardous

There is considerable relevant information available to evaluate the state of Project area
roadways, and demonstrate that adding moiré residents compromises everyone’s ability to safely
evacuate. Professor Tom Cova’s seminal study Public Safety in the Urban-Wildland Interface:
Should Fire-Prone Communities Have a Maximum Occupancy?, Natural Hazards Review,
August 2005 looked specifically at the challenges of evacuating a Santa Barbara foothill
community in emergency conditions. Exhibit 8. Professor Cova studied Mission Canyon and
concluded that “[r]esidential development in fire-prone areas is continuing without
commensurate improvements to community-based transportation egress systems.” Id., p. 107.
Professor Cova’s thesis has been that neighborhoods have evacuation capacities lintited by the
roadways, and that Mission Canyon’s steep, twisty, over parked and narrow roadways
substantially impaired evacuation capacity. The Riviera has similarly constraining road
conditions.

! The Fire Code specifies that roadway widths are measured from the face of curbs, where present, and must
be surfaced to provide all-weather driving capabilities. CFC 902.2.2.2.
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Cova’s results are validated, and the complexity of the modeling of this issue expanded in
Emergency Planning in the Urban-Wildland Interface: Subdivision-Level Analysis of Wildfire
Evacuations, Brian Wolshon, and Emile Marchive II1, Journal of Urban Planning and
Development, March 2007, attached as Exhibit 9. Professor Wolshon concluded that evacuation
modeling of neighborhoods threatened with wildfire should look at both microscopic platforms
(neighborhood level) as well as macroscopic modeling systems (regional level). 1d., at p. 74.
The neighborhoods in Wolshon’s study also possessed winding, narrow and steep roadways. Id.,
p. 75. Wolshon concluded, not surprisingly, that the greater the volume of traffic to evacuate,
the greater the time required. Id., 80.

The end result is that the City has failed to analyze or even consider the effect of additional
dwellings and residents on emergency evacuation capacity. While it is true that any number of
uncertainties could and would affect how well an evacuation could proceed, in light of the
several studies cited herein concluding that there is currently inadequate emergency evacuation
capacity on area roads, adding a single additional car to an emergency wildfire evacuation could
cross the tipping point. The simple fact is that our foothill communities, including the Riviera
generally and Green Ridge Lane specifically, are oversubscribed, and in a reasonable worst-case
fire scenario, some people will not be able to escape. If they happen to leave their homes and are
blocked or stopped, or overtaken by flames, they will likely die. That happened in Oakland in
1991 and in Greece on August 26, 2007. See Exhibit 10, United States Fire Administration,
Technical Report Series, The East Bay Hills Fire,, Oakland-Berkley, California, FEMA,
excerpts, on the East Bay Fires. See also Los Angeles Times, August 27, 2007, LATimes.com.
(“Most of the people killed in Greece's worst fires in decades were burned to death as they tried
to flee, trapped in their cars or in charred fields.”) Many of the conditions that led to the
Oakland deaths are present or can occur in the Riviera.

Again, given the location of the Project in a high fire hazard area in a neighborhood of narrow
winding roadways, there has been no showing of adequate ingress and egress for adding a
dwelling unit to Green Ridge Lane, and the PSP should be denied.

d) The Existing Development Is Non-Conforming and the Proposed
Development Will Improperly Expand That Nonconforming Use

The existing guesthouse on the site is non-conforming with applicable E-1 zoning, which allows
only a single family home in the zone district. A second dwelling unit is prohibited in the E-1
zone district when in a high fire hazard area. § 28.94.030.Z.11. While “additional one-family
dwellings” are arguably allowable with a PSP, the existing guest house does not have the benefit’
of a PSP and as such is currently non-conforming under existing zoning. It is axiomatic that the
City cannot allow the expansion of nonconforming uses. See generally Edwards v. County of
Los Angeles (1953) 40 Cal. 2d 642, 651 (contrasting a landowners rights regarding continuance
of nonconforming uses with proposals to expand such uses).
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Additionally, the E-1 zone requires at least 90’ of public street frontage. SBMC §28.15.080.
The lot in question was separated from Arbolado Road by a lot split and has no public road
frontage.

Finally, the uses associated with the existing development on the site is non-conforming as to
roadway width and access. As noted above, the minimum roadway width for a residence on a
private roadway serving 4 or more houses is 20°. The existing roadway is surfaced to 14’ wide
near its intersection with Mission Ridge Road, and remains below 16’ for approximately 20°.

A PSP may only be issued if the additional dwellings “comply with the provisions of all other
applicable ordinances.” SBMC § 28.93.030.E.

The zoning ordinance includes provisions, as do most zoning ordinances, for the cessation of
non-conforming uses and activities when there are physical changes at thé property. SBMC §
29.87.035.B specifies that non-conforming uses may continue only if there is no enlargement of
the space devoted to the non-conforming use. Once a non-conforming structure is replaced by a
conforming structure, that structure “shall not thereafter be used or occupied by a nonconforming
use. Id., at C. The zoning ordinance further establishes that these provisions apply to both
structures and uses that become nonconforming due to “any subsequent change in regulations,”
such as the City’s adoption of the 20’ minimum road width standards. SBMC §29.87.035.

SBMC § 29.87.035 should be applied in light of its purpose to eventually conform the uses in
each district to the zoning law and current regulations including the fire code. In this case, the
City Council recently adopted a fire code with minimum fire access road requirements. Green
Ridge Road is nonconforming to the new 20 foot safety access requirement and therefore any
expansion of development (increasing the residences from six to seven) is an expansion of the
nonconforming use.

The spirit of zoning ordinances and accompanying provisions allowing continued
nonconforming uses is to restrict, not increase, the nonconforming use. Edmonds v. County of
Los Angeles (1953) 40 Cal.2d 642, 651. Accordingly, courts generally sustain restrictions on
extension or enlargement of a nonconforming use, thereby enforcing the zoning ordinance and
upholding the police power. The public welfare must be considered from the standpoint of the
objective of zoning and of all the property within any particular use district. Rehfeld v. San
Francisco, 218 Cal. 83, 85. It was not and is not contemplated that pre-existing nonconforming
uses are to be perpetual. State ex rel. Miller v. Cain, 40 Wn.2d 216. '

Given the multiple forms of zoning ordinance nonconformance on this site, and in particular the
inconsistency between minimum roadways widths and the existing conditions, the finding of
adequate roadway ingress and egress - continuing and expanding a non-conforming use - is not
supported by the evidence.
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The existing “guest house” has been cited by the City as containing an unpermitted and illegal
kitchen, and as such, is not a guest house at all. The applicant cannot claim any form of vested
or other right to an illegal use of this structure. The applicant seeks a PSP for an “additional
dwelling unit” that they have characterized as a “guest house” but is allowed as a “one-family
dwelling.” A one-family dwelling can presumably be used as any ordinary residence, unlike the
existing structure which has no kitchen. There are no Project-specific conditions on the level of
use, or limits imposed by the zoning ordinance, thus the City’s analysis, for ingress/egress
adequacy findings, zoning ordinance consistency, including nonconforming uses, and for CEQA
impact analysis purposes must consider “worst case” levels of usage up to the maximum
allowable under ordinance. There is no specific treatment or limitations for guest houses in the
zoning ordinance, so the appropriate level of use is as a full-time one-family dwelling unit on the
site. This use clearly involves a much higher level of activity and site utilization than the current
conditions - a guest house with no kitchen - which conflict with the narrow roadway and
nonconforming ingress and egress. Under the zoning ordinance, the City may not allow the
expansion of the nonconforming roadway use as part of approving the expansion of structural
development on the site. SBMC §29.87.035.C.

e)’  The Location of the Additional Dwelling Unit Does Not Comply with the
Provisions of All Other Applicable Ordinances

The Municipal Code directs that “the location of such additional dwellings shall comply with the
provisions of all other applicable ordinances.” § 28.93.030E. The zoning ordinance prohibits
secondary dwelling units in High Fire Hazard Areas. § 28.94.030.Z.11. The Project is in a High
Fire Hazard Area. Adding a second dwelling unit is prohibited by ordinance, and as such, the
PSP cannot be granted. :

Staff has indicated they believe a definitional distinction applies between a “secondary dwelling
unit” and an “additional dwelling unit,” even though the term “additional dwelling unit” is not
specifically defined in the zoning ordinance. Sophistic arguments aside, the Project is adjacent
to expansive stands of mature chaparral on the steep slopes of Sycamore Canyon - areas that did
not burn in either the Tea or Jesusita Fires and thus are still highly prone to wildfire. Fire access
is restricted not only by the narrow, fourteen (14) foot wide Green Ridge Lane but also the acute
geometry (approximately 160 degree) and steep section of Green Ridge Lane’s intersection with
Mission Ridge Road. The prohibition against secondary dwelling units in High Fire Hazard
Areas reflects a common-sense awareness that adding multiple families to single driveways,
especially on long private roads, is a recipe for disaster. A hasty emergency evacuation of the
residents (some of whom are not mobile and require assistance) of Green Ridge Lane while
emergency responders are going down the lane to address a fire is simply impossible on a
fourteen foot wide road. Thus, in spite of Staff’s belief in a definitional distinction between
secondary and additional dwelling units, the policy rationale for the prohibition of multiple
dwellings on single lots applies with vigor to this Project due to its location in the High Fire
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Hazard Area. The wildfire hazard inherent in Santa Barbara’s foothills militates towards a
reduced number of families living on this lot, not more.

f) General Plan Inconsistencies

The Project conflicts with the WF plan policies identified supra. It conflicts with the Seismic
Safety and Safety Element’s Recommended Development Control that all proposals for new
development comply with City regulations, (Seismic Safety and Safety Element at 61); that
roadways be maintained at 32° in width on a 40’ right of way, ( id., at 59) and that emergency
access routes for new subdivisions (to which the PSP is tantamount) be adequate to allow fire
and other emergency service vehicles to gain access. Id., at 62.

Additionally, the Project conflicts with a number of initiated elements of Santa Barbara’s
General Plan revision, Plan Santa Barbara. These include LG6, and implementing action LG6.2,
limiting new residential development in high fire areas; LG 16 and implementing action LG16.1
considering lower densities in areas in areas constrained by fire access and viewshed
considerations; and H15, prohibiting second units in the high fire hazard zones. The City must
consider the effect of proposed developments in light of initiated General Plan revisions.

As the blueprint for all development, the General Plan must be considered in all development
actions. The General Plan makes repeated referrals to the goals, policies and needs to restrict
second dwelling units in high fire hazard areas as a general rule. This rationale is heightened due
to the inadequate width of Green Ridge Lane. General Plan inconsistencies necessitate denial of
the PSP,

g) Nuisance

The proposed intensification of the development and activity on the site constitutes a nuisance
for the residents of Green Ridge Lane and for residents of the Riviera that rely on Mission Ridge
Road as an evacuation route. The project proposes to exacerbate a hazardous condition in an
already hazardous area prone to wildfire. It fails to meet basic zoning ordinance standards to
address public health and safety issues. As such it is a private and public nuisance. See
generally SBMC §28.98.001 (any buildings or use of property contrary to zoning ordinance are
public nuisance).

For all these reasons, appellant believes that the PSP permit should not and cannot be issued for
the proposed Project. We ask the Planning Commission to overturn the decision of the SHO and
deny the PSP.
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Issue #3: The Project Requires CEQA Impact Analysis

A Performance Standard Permit is a discretionary action subject to CEQA. The code establishes
that the SHO “may” grant a performance permit if the findings are made. SBMC § 28.93.020.A.
The term “may” in the ordinance denotes an optional or discretionary action, as distinguished
from the term “shall” that denotes a mandatory duty. See § 28.02.005. Section 28.92.030.E.
again uses the term “may” - a PSP permit “may be granted by the Staff Hearing Officer” for an
additional dwelling, reiterating that there is no obligation by the SHO or entitlement to the
applicant for this dispensation.

1) A Categorical Exemption Is Not Available For This Project

The Staff Hearing Officer and planning staff have summarily concluded that the Project is -
categorically exempt from CEQA under the § 15303 exemption without performing any form of
environmental assessment.

In enacting CEQA, the legislature empowered the Secretary of the Resources Agency to exempt
certain classes of projects which have been determined not to have a significant effect on the
environment. Pub. Resources Code § 21084 (a). These classes of projects are now listed in the
CEQA Guidelines. The City contends the Project is exempt from CEQA under the Guidelines
§15303 for “New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures™:

15303. NEW CONSTRUCTION OR CONVERSION OF SMALL STRUCTURES

Class 3 consists of construction and location of limited numbers of new, small facilities
or structures; installation of small new equipment and facilities in small structures; and
the conversion of existing small structures from one use to another where only minor
modifications are made in the exterior of the structure. The numbers of structures
described in this section are the maximum allowable on any legal parcel. Examples of
this exemption include, but are not limited to:

One single-family residence, or a second dwelling unit in a residential zone. In
urbanized areas, up to three single-family residences may be constructed or converted
under this exemption.

The Project is not categorically exempt from CEQA because: a) the project is too large to apply
to the small structures exemption; b) unusual circumstances preclude the use of a categorical
exemption; c) its location in a particularly sensitive environment precludes the use of a
categorical exemption; and d) the cumulative impacts preclude exemption. The Staff Hearing
Officer’s findings are not in compliance with CEQA, and a full environmental impact assessment
should be required before the Project may be lawfully approved.
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a) A Categorical Exemption is Unavailable Because the Project is Not a
Small Structure

The § 15303 exemption is limited to “construction ...of ...small facilities or structures.” The
Project is very large. The Project has structures totaling over 8,500 square feet, in contrast to the
current existing structure totaling just 2,847 square feet.

The size exceeds the recommendations for Floor to Lot Area Ratios (FAR) delineated in the
Single-Family Residence Design Guidelines (“SFR Guidelines™). Compatibility Guideline No. 8
states that applicants should strive for a project which falls in the “less than 85% of maximum
FAR? range for the project size. (SFR Guidelines, p. 21-C). Although maximum FARs are
applied as guidelines rather than requirements on lots that are 15,000 square feet or larger, the
SFR Guidelines have calculated recommended FARs for projects that exceed 15,000 square feet.
This 31,584 square foot lot is just under ¥% acre.? According to the SFR guidelines the
recommended dwelling area (85% of maximum FAR) for a % acre lot is 4,127 square feet. (SFR
Guidelines, p. 23-C). The Project’s total net square footage for all site structures is 5,899 square
feet, exceeding the maximum recommended area by 1,772 square feet.

Apparently in order to circumvent the FAR guideline, the FAR for the Project has been
calculated assuming that the single lot has been split into two lots: one measuring 15,000 square
feet and one measuring 16,584 square feet. With this arbitrary lot division, the FAR of Unit 1 is
calculated to be 99.9% and the FAR of Unit 2 at 34%. However, even though they are
physically attached to Unit 1, the 459 square foot garage and 125 square foot storage unit have
both been attributed to Unit 2. This appears to have been apportioned to ensure that the Unit |
FAR is less than 100%. Regardless of whether the lot is split or not, or whether a garage and
storage structure are located adjacent to Unit 1 and attributed to Unit 2, the maximum FAR
guidelines of 85% have been exceeded, and this Project is considered large under the City’s
Guidelines and criteria.

Additionally, the SFR Guidelines recommend that “careful consideration should be given to
projects that propose greater than 250 square feet of [covered porches, loggias, covered decks]
or when they are greater than 10% of the total net square footage of the structure.” (SFR
Guidelines p. 20-C). The Project proposes 1,111 square feet of covered porches, decks and
trellises, which constitute 19% of the total net square footage of the structure, and again greatly
exceeds the SFR Guidelines. Lastly, to add to this large scale, the Project proposes 2,128 square
feet of uncovered patios, 4,201 square feet of pervious paved surface and a pool and spa.

The large size of this Project including: 1) exceeding the recommended FAR guidelines for
dwellings by 1,772 square feet; 2) exceeding the covered porches guidelines by 861 square feet;
and 3) adding 6,329 square feet of additional patios and paved surfaces precludes the use of the

2 The ratio is higher if the lot is smaller.,
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§15303 Categorical Exemption for small structures. We ask that either you require the applicant
to conform with the FAR guidelines or require an environmental impact report for this large
structure.

b) Unusual Circumstances Preclude the Use of a Categorical Exemption -

A categorically exempt project loses its exempt status if there is a reasonable possibility that the
activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances.
Guidelines § 15300.2 (c); Salmon Protection & Watershed Network v. County of Marin (2004)
125 Cal. App. 4th 1098, 1105. To sustain the “unusual circumstances exception”, the evidence
must show some feature of the project that distinguishes it from others in the exempt class. San
Lorenzo Valley Community Advocates for Responsible Education v. San Lorenzo Valley Unified
School Dist., 139 Cal. App. 4th 1356, 1394 (Cal. App. 6th Dist. 2006).

The Project is “unusual” due to: 1) its large size, both in its dwelling area and outdoor paved
surfaces (see above); 2) its inconsistency with the applicable zoning ordinance and General Plan
(see above); 3) its adverse effect on the views and aesthetics of the area (see below); and 4)-its
location in a High Fire Hazard Area and lack of adequate fire access (see above).

In order to determine whether there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a
“significant effect on the environment” the Agency should conduct an Initial Study using an
environmental assessment or similar analysis.... (CEQA Guidelines §15063(a)(2)).

Since the City of Santa Barbara has not adopted thresholds for its agencies to conduct consistent
and efficient Initial Studies, we look to Appendix G of the CEQA guidelines to determine
whether the Project will have a “significant effect” on the environment. In this case we find
there are potential significant effects in the “Aesthetics” and “Hazards and Hazardous Materials”
sections delineated in Appendix G. In particular, the existence of substandard road widths in a
high fire hazard area jeopardizes emergency services to current and Project residents. A 20’ to
32’ road width is necessary to allow residents to evacuate while emergency equipment enters the
area to respond to the emergency. A 14’ wide road and irregular intersection geometry preclude
the provision of adequate access to the site. Therefore, the §15303 Categorical Exemption
should again be precluded based on the “unusual circumstances” exception and an environmental
impact report should be required.

i) Pattern and Practice: Failure to Adopt Thresholds of Significance

[
City practice for SHO actions on PSPs typically includes a step labeled “environmental
assessment.” Unfortunately, there is apparently no defined procedures for conducting an
environmental assessment. The SHO officer’s Findings and the Staff Report’s brief attempt at
Justification of a Categorical Exemption cannot suffice as an environmental assessment.
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Further, CEQA encourages each public agency to develop and publish thresholds of significance
that the agency uses in the determination of the significance of environmental effects. (CEQA
Guidelines § 15064.7). By adopting thresholds of significance, a lead agency “promotes
consistency, efficiency, and predictability” in the environmental review process. (Office of
Planning and Research, Thresholds of Significance: Criteria Jfor Defining Environmental
Significance (CEQA Technical Advice Series, 1994), p. 4)). The City of Santa Barbara to date
has not adopted CEQA thresholds of significance. Rather, thresholds used for individual
projects derive in part from the antiquated Master Environmental Assessment (MEA), from the
CEQA Guidelines, from Staff memoranda, and other unknown sources in a capricious ad hoc
manner. Many City environmental documents, including the instant Staff Report, fail to identify
the source of the specific thresholds used for individual impact categories. This creates
inconsistency and unpredictability in the City’s environmental review of each project, deprives
the public of the ability to verify the source of a given threshold, and creates the potential for
each environmental document to utilize the threshold that best achieves the desired outcome.
This failure to adopt thresholds of significance, undermining the consistency and legitimacy of
City environmental documents, constitutes a pattern and practice of violating the requirements of
CEQA.

ii) Aesthetic Impacts

In the absence of the City’s adopted thresholds of significance, we look to Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines for impact thresholds. Regarding aesthetic impacts, Appendix G (in pertinent
part) recommends that the lead agency consider if the project would: “1) have a substantial
adverse effect on a scenic vista, or 2) substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of the site and its surroundings” (CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G).

Any substantial negative effect of a project on view and other features of beauty could constitute
a significant environmental impact under CEQA. (Quail Botanical Gardens Foundation, Inc. v.
City of Encinitas (1994) 29 Cal.App.4" 1597, 1604.)

“That a project affects only a few private views may be a factor in determining whether the
impact is significant.” Ocean View Estates Homeowners Association, Inc. v. Montecito Water
District (2004) 116 Cal.App. 4™ 396, 402. “As on other CEQA topics, the opinions of area
residents, if based on direct observation, may be relevant as to aesthetic impact and may
constitute substantial evidence in support of a fair argument; no special expertise is required on
this topic. (Ocean View Estates, supra, 116 Cal.App.4th at p. 402.)" The Pocket Protectors v.
City of Sacramento (2004) 124 Cal.App 4" 903, 937 .

The Riviera is renowned for its views of the City, the waterfront and the Ocean. Chase Palm
Park offers a visual punctuation to the interface of sea and land, while sunsets and sunrises
inspire on a daily basis. From High Ridge and Green Ridge Lanes, the site is visible, as it is
from most of the residences on these streets.

City General Plan Visual Resources Policy 3.0 states: “New development shall not obstruct
scenic view corridors, including those of the ocean and lower elevations of the City viewed
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respectively from the shoreline and upper foothills, and of the upper foothills and mountains
viewed respectively from the beach and lower elevations of the City.” There is no modifier
“important” limiting which view corridors can be sacrificed and which saved, nor does the text
of Policy 3 suggest that obstruction of some scenic view corridors is appropriate. In this case,
staff has improperly inserted the qualifier “important” to viewing locations or scenic corridors.
The General Plan protects scenic corridors, and the Project is located in a prominent and highly
visible location on the Riviera. The Open Space Element designates the Project area as a Major
Hillside with open space features and values that should be protected. Page 102. The
Conservation Element notes that hillsides provide visual resources to residents, using the Riviera
as an example that provides views of the ocean and mountains. Page 10. As the Constitution
for all development in a community (Lesher Communications v. City of Walnut Creek (1990) 52
Cal. 3d 531, 540) against which all City actions must be consistent, the General Plan is missing
from the Staff Report’s analysis.

Further, the visual resources goals and policies counsel the CEQA process and serve as
thresholds in the absence of other objective criteria. Inconsistencies with the General Plan signal
potential CEQA significant impacts, and there is no effort at reconcilin g these apparent
inconsistencies with the CEQA analysis.

iii) Fire Hazard

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines also lists “Hazards and Hazardous Materials” as a potential
impact that should be addressed in an agency’s Initial Study. Appendix G (in pertinent part)
recommends that the lead agency consider if the project would: 1) Impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? or
2) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

The fire hazard present in the Project’s neighborhood is an unusual circumstance that
distinguishes the Project from other small structures in the Class 3 exemption class. The Project
is located along Mission Ridge Road in the “Foothill Zone” which has been designated by the
Santa Barbara Wildland Fire Plan (“WF Plan,” excerpts attached as Exhibit 5) as a “High Fire
Hazard Area.” (WF Plan, p. 37, Figure 19).

The WF Plan describes the Foothill Zone as follows: “The potential fire behavior in this zone is
considered high to extreme depending on weather and fuel conditions. This zone is defined as
areas within the City where a combination of flammable chaparral, oak forest, ripatian
vegetation, eucalyptus groves, and landscaped fuels intermix with residential areas to pose a
significant fire threat.” (WF Plan, § 2.5.2.).

The City has designated the Foothill Zone as “high risk” as it pertains to the roads. (WF Plan, p.
41, Table 3). The main roads are a “mixture of conforming and existing non-conforming” and
are “further narrowed due to vegetation encroachment.” They do not meet the Fire Department’s
access standards. These conclusions are reiterated in the 2010 Engineers Report, Exhibit 4.
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Additionally, the Project is located at the end of a dead-end road that is over 300 ft long. The
WF Plan assigns High Ridge Road and Green Ridge Lane to an evacuation unit located to the
east. Mission Ridge Road, to which they attach, is in a different evacuation unit. Exhibit 5, page
66.

And, although the Project’s second dwelling unit does not require a Conditional Use Permit, the
City’s Zoning Ordinance has banned second dwelling units in “High Fire Hazard Areas”.
(SBMC 28.94.030). Thus indicating that the City has determined that additional dwelling units
in High Fire Hazard Area pose a safety risk. Notably, Government Code section 815.6 provides:
"Where a public entity is under a mandatory duty imposed by an enactment that is designed to
protect against the risk of a particular kind of injury, the public entity is liable for an injury of
that kind proximately caused by its failure to discharge the duty unless the public entity
establishes that it exercised reasonable diligence to discharge the duty." Adding a new residence
to the end of Green Ridge Lane endangers the ability of other residents to evacuate safely in
emergency conditions. i

In conclusion, the Project’s location in a High Fire Hazard Area differentiates it from others in
the exempt class (of small structures) and poses a significant environmental effect due to its
interference with emergency evacuation plans and fire access as well as significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires.

¢) Location in a Particularly Sensitive Environment Precludes the Use of a
Categorical Exemption

A categorically exempt project may also lose its exempt status if they are located in a particularly
sensitive environment. Class 3 exemptions (including § 15303) “are qualified by consideration
of where the project is to be located — a project that is ordinarily insignificant in its impact on the
environment may in a particularly sensitive environment be significant. Therefore, these classes
are considered to apply all instances, except where the project may impact on an environmental
resource of hazardous or critical concern where designated, precisely mapped, and officially
adopted pursuant to law by federal, state, or local agencies.” (CEQA Guidelines §15300.2).

This Project is located in a “High Fire Hazard Area” with inadequate fire access as determined
by the City and the independent Engineer’s Report. CEQA therefore requires environmental
review before the Project may be approved. (CEQA Guidelines § 15300.2 (c)). *

d) Cumulative Impacts Preclude the Use of a Categorical Exemption
A Categorical Exemption is not available when a project may have cumulative impacts.

Guidelines § 15300.2(b). Approval of an excessive oversized set of structures, plus a second
residential unit, will incite other nearby landowners to consider similar over-development of
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their lots, resulting in additional traffic on narrow windy roads and the semi-rural nature of the
area transitions to an urban setting.

Additionally, replacing 2,700 square feet of structure with over 10,000 square feet of new
development, including a new pool and other amenities will materially increase the number of
employees assisting with the maintenance and servicing of such a large property, contributin gto
a cumulative Project impact.

Issue # 4: Denial of the Benefits of and Interference with the Good Neighbor Process

As explained to the applicant and the SFDB, the neighbors on Green Ridge Lane are troubled by
the size of the structures and site intensification with the addition of a full second house on the
lot. The SFDB agreed that the initial proposal was far too large for the neighborhood and site,
and some reductions were made. The neighbors remain skeptical, particularly concerning

- specific view corridors, including views to Chase Palm Park and the waterfront, and asked the
applicant, planning staff and SFDB to install story poles to illustrate how the project might affect
the views of the ocean and City. See Exhibits 1 & 2. While the SFBD did order story poles,
they allowed the applicant to choose whether to install them before the instant Staff Hearing
Officer (SHO) hearing or the subsequent SFDB hearing. SFDB Minutes, 11/22/10. The
applicant disregarded requests from the neighborhood to install story poles. Thus the neighbors’
view impact concerns have been unaddressed, leading to the Denenholtz’ and others’ opposition.

We ask that you continue this hearing and direct the applicant to erect full story poles per the
SFDB Guidelines, 4/27/2010. “The purpose of story poles is to assist the Single Family Design
Board (SFDB), staff and interested neighbors (and if proposal is appealed, the Planning
Commission and/or Council) in determining consistency regarding appropriate size, bulk and
scale; height; neighborhood compatibility and/or minimizing impacts on important public
views.” Only through the erection of story poles can the Project’s view blockage be gauged, and
hopefully adjusted to reduce or avoid occlusion of important views by neighbors. Staff has
advised they intend to require story poles in advance of the Planning Commission hearing, which
while appreciated, is too late in the process for a “good Neighbor” resolution of community
concerns.

It is evident from the SFDB minutes that numerous neighbors have raised concerns over this
project, as validated by the SFDB’s own action directing a “substantial” reduction in the Project
size. Staff is aware this was and is a controversial project. The Project has evolveq to involve
more significant land use policy considerations, including emergency access, survey data
adequacy, General Plan and zoning ordinance consistency, etc. As such this Project exceeds the
scope of Projects appropriate for the SHO’s determination. Appellants asked the SHO to simply
refer this project to the Planning Commission, but that request was denied.
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Appellants just need to know the effect of the Project on their neighborhood, their views and
their safety. A critical aspect of this is story poles to show the project’s effects on view
corridors. Appellants were advised by planning staff that there had been considerable discussion
in the Planning Department and among planning department staff regarding this project,
including a consideration of the timing for story poles. Apparently the expectation that this
project would be appealed to the Planning Commission was one justification for the decision to
not grant our request that story poles be installed before the SHO hearing. This is, of course, a
self-fulfilling prophesy as Appellants cannot be expected to waive all appellate rights before
seeing the effect the Project will have on this homes. It is unfair to the public for the applicant to
prevent the early disclosure of information critical to a public concern over a land use project and
to force an appeal to the Planning Commission. Unfortunately, this process has been
administered in such as way as to mandate this appeal for affected neighbors to be apprised of
basic project information before waiving their appellate rights.

" Conclusion

In conclusion, we request that you grant this appeal and deny the Performance Standard Permit
for the additional dwelling and require that a full environmental review process be initiated for
the remaining Project. The Staff Hearing Officer did not make sufficient findings in accord with
the Zoning Ordinance and therefore the Performance Standard Permit should be denied.
Additionally, the Project is not categorically exempt from CEQA because a) the project is too
large too apply to the small structures exemption; b) unusual circumstances preclude the use of a
categorical exemption; c) location in a particularly sensitive environment precludes the use of a
categorical exemption; and d) cumulative impacts preclude the use of a categorical exemption.

Respectfully Submitted,

LAw OFFICE OF MARE CHYTILO

/Marc Chytilo ¢

Exhibits
attached to SHO Comment letter and not repeated here. available upon request

1. Email, Marc Chytilo to Thomas Sanborn, RE: Request for Discussion of Concerns and
Story Poles, January 19, 2011
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2. Letter, Marc Chytilo to Jaime Limon, Santa Barbara Community Development
Department, December 28, 2010

3. City of Santa Barbara Parcel Lookup Results - Details, 8/27/2010

4. Final Engineer’s Report, FY 2010-11, City of Santa Barbara Wildland Fire Suppression
Assessment, May 2010, pages‘1-2 : .

5. City of Santa Barbara Fire Department Wildland Fire Plan, 1/21/2004, pages 25, 41, 64-
65 .°

6. Santa Barbara County Private Road and Driveway Standards: Development Standard # 1

7. City of Santa Barbara Fire Prevention Bureau Access and Hydrant Information, 5/17/01

8. Cova, Thomas, Public Safety in the Urban-Wildland Interface: Should Fire-Prone
Communities Have a Maximum Occupancy?, Natural Hazards Review, August 2005

9. mergency Planning in the Urban-Wildland Interface: Subdivision-Level Analysis of
-Wildfire Evacuations, Brian Wolshon, and Emile Marchive I11, Journal of Urban
Planning and Development, March 2007

10.  United States Fire Administration, Technical Report Series, The East Bay Hills Fire,,

Oakland-Berkley, California, FEMA, excerpts



LAW OFFICE OF MARC CHYTILO

ENVIRONMENTAL LAW

March 4, 2011

VIA HAND DELIVERY

Mr. John Jostes, Vice Chair

Santa Barbara City Planning Commission
c/o Planning Division

Community Development Department
630 Garden Street

Santa Barbara, California 93101

RE: Additional Issues: Appeal of SHO Approval (January 26, 2011)
Application # MST2010-00186 - 1233 Mission Ridge Road

Planning Commission Hearing March 10, 2011

Vice-Chair Jostes and Members of the Planning Commission,

This office represents Judy and David Denenholz who in letter dated February 7, 2011 appealed
the Staff Hearing Officer’s January 26, 2011 decision issuing a Performance Standard Permit and
authorizing a second dwelling unit as part of a proposed residential project located on the private
Green Ridge Lane in Santa Barbara’s upper Riviera neighborhood but with a street address of
1233 Mission Ridge Road (“Project™).

We submit this letter to identify additional issues for the Planning Commission’s consideration,
along with the original issues delineated in our February 7, 2011 letter.

We respectfully request that the Planning Commission reverse the Staff Hearing Officer’s
decision by denying the Performance Standard Permit (PSP) for an additional dwelling unit,
determining a Categorical Exemption is not appropriate and directing the preparation of a CEQA
environmental review document for the remainder of the Project.

The additional issues in this appeal are as follows:

Additional Issue #1: Street Frontage

In order to obtain a PSP for an additional dwelling, the Municipal Code states that “the location
of such additional dwellings shall comply with the provisions of all other applicable ordinances.”
SBMC § 28.93.030E. Within the E-1 zone, the zoning ordinance requires that “each single-
family dwelling with its accessory buildings hereafter erected shall be located upon a lot having

. . . not less than ninety feet (90') of frontage on a public street.” SBMC § 28.15.080

Law OFFICE OF MARC CHYTILO

P.O. Box 92233 e Santa Barbara, California 93190

Phone: (805) 682-0585 o Fax: (805) 682-2379

Email(s): airlaw5@cox.net (Marc); anacitrin@cox.net (Ana)
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(emphasis added). This project proposes two single—family dwellings and therefore the zoning
ordinance requires 180 feet of street frontage.

Neither the Staff Hearing Officer findings, nor the Staff Report below addressed the issue of
street frontage.

IV.  ZONING ORDINANCE CONSISTENCY

Standard Requirement/ Allowance Existing Proposed
Setbacks
-Front 30° >30° 30°
-Interior 107 : >10’ 10°
Building Height 30 1 story 24
Parking 4 2 4
Lot Arca Required ’
for Each Unit 15,000 sf 31,584 sf No change
Open Yard 1,250 sf >1.250 sf >1,230 sf

The proposed structures meet all of the current zoning requirements.

It appears from the applicant’s plans that the street frontage is approximately 16 feet. This
clearly does not meet the current zoning requirement of 180 feet of street frontage. The Staff
Hearing Officer did not make findings regarding the street frontage and the PSP should be
denied because the project does not “comply with the provisions of all other applicable
ordinances.” SBMC § 28.93.030E.

Additional Issue # 2: Building Height

During the SHO hearing, the Assistant Planner corrected a mistake made in the Staff Report
regarding the building height calculation. She reported that the architect had informed her that
the building height was actually 29 feet 6 inches, not 24 feet as written in the Staff Report.

The Single Family-Residence Design Guidelines advises applicants to avoid excessive building
height, which is overtly defined as 25° or more. “Homes taller than 25’ tall are usually
incompatible in most single family neighborhoods.” SFRDG, p. 26-C, § 9.2; see also id p. 53-H,
§29.2 (Hillside District projects usually have a height of 25” or less, even though the zoning

ordinance allows 30°). This project, at 29 feet 6 inches, exceeds these guldehnes and exceeds the
height of the surrounding homes.

The added height of this project, its inconsistency with the City’s guidelines and incompatibility
with applicable policies intended to avoid environmental impacts preclude the use of a
Categorical Exemption. Guidelines § Appendix G, § X establishes that projects which conflict
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with “any applicable land use plan, policy or regulation . . . adopted for the purpose of avoiding
or mitigating an environmental effect” ordinarily involve a potentially significant impact. See
The Pocket Protectors v City of Sacramento, 124 Cal. App. 4" 903, 930. Guidelines §
15300.2(c) disallows use of a Categorical Exemption when “there is a reasonable possibility”
that the project will have a significant impact due to unusual circumstances. See generally
LOMC Letter, February 7, 2011, pages 11-12).

The added height also affects the unusual circumstances analysis, disallowing use of a
Categorical Exemption under CEQA Guidelines § 15300.2(a). A categorically exempt project
loses its exempt status if there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant
effect on the environment due to its sensitive location. Id.; see also LOMC Letter, February 7,
2011, pages 12-15; Salmon Protection & Watershed Network v. County of Marin (2004) 125 Cal.
App. 4th 1098, 1105. This project is located in a scenic area (see February 7, 2011, supra, pages
13-14). The 29 foot 6 inch height - in excess of the recommended height in the Single Family
Residence Design Guidelines and therefore considered incompatible with the surrounding single
family neighborhood - is another location-specific factor establishing the sensitivity of the
project site and potential Project impacts.

Lastly, the continually changing project description has made it difficult for my client and other
neighbors to participate in the good neighbor process in a meaningful way. The architectural
plans have changed several times and the height dimensions have yet to be included in the plans.

Additionally, the neighbors have consistently requested the installation of story poles throughout
this process to no avail.

Additional Issue # 3: Drainage

This Project involves a substantial amount of paving and impermeable surfaces, and as such will
generate a substantial volume of runoff. It is located in an area where downstream drainage
through developed areas can be an issue, but there is no information evaluating the issue.

According to the Assistant Planner, the applicant is not required to submit drainage calculations
until they submit for a Building Permit, and that they only must retain and treat a 1 in 24 hour
storm event. In December 18-19, 2010 Santa Barbara’s downtown received over 5.5” of rainfall
in 48 hours, and the foothill areas - including the Project - affected by orthographic rainfall
enhancement - experienced considerably greater amounts of rainfall.

According to the City’s Storm Water BMP Guidance Manual (June 2008) referenced by staff,
the Project is defined as a large (Tier 3) project since it involves over 4,000 square feet of
impervious surfaces. Id., pages 1-9 to 1-10. Tier 3 projects must submit a design review
application and comply with all BMP requirements at §6.2, including consideration of 24 hour
flows from 25 year storms as calculated in Appendix C. Appendix C of the BMP Guidance
states the 24 hour flow from a 25 year storm is 6.71 inches. Although rainfall volume for



Vice-Chair John Jostes of the City of Santa Barbara Planning Commission
March 4, 2011

Page 4

redevelopment projects is calculated by comparing the existing versus proposed project, staff’s
contention that 1” flow is all that is required has no basis in the record and no apparent basis in
fact.

The drainage issues on this lot are exacerbated by the slope of the lot (approximately 9%) and
the steep slopes of the surrounding lots, particularly the lot to the south. Drainage concerns are
further exacerbated by the projects’ large size including structures and pavement totaling over
15,000 square feet (7,170 s.f. structures, 3,480 s.f. patios, 4,201s.f. pavement, 800 s.f. pool/spa).
This current project exceeds the existing development by over 12,000 square feet, creating an
extraordinary volume of potential surface runoff. The BMP Guidance Manual clearly

contemplates analysis of drainage issues as part of design and development review, not as an
afterthought.

The City’s NPDES Stormwater Management Program (SWMP), adopted in January 2009 to
comply with the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. § 1342. The SWMP expressly requires a staff _
review process that has been omitted from the instant project. Santa Barbara SWMP BMP 4.5.1,
et seq., pages 76-84. The goal of the SWMP is the maximum practical reduction in discharge of
pollutants. Grading should be minimized to avoid erosion. 1d., page 78. The processing of the

instant project has overlooked these issues and the City’s obligation under the SWMP and Clean
Water Act.

In a recent case before the Planning Commission (MST2004-00349, 226/232 Eucalyptus Hill
Drive) involving the development of 2 lots each with large residences and additional units, the
neighbors were concerned about the project’s drainage. In response to the neighbors concerns,
the planning staff requested that the applicant submit reports including, a Preliminary
Stormwater Study, Infiltration at Proposed Retention/Detention Basin Report, and Slope Stability
at Proposed Retention/Detention Basin Report.

There are substantial similarities in this case. Each involve a substantial amount of paving and
impervious surfaces and large structures on sloped lots in the Riviera. Drainage generated on the
upslope lots drains directly into developed areas below. Drainage problems have been observed
in the developed areas below. Given these-similarities, we request that you require the applicants

to provide drainage reports and calculations prior to making a decision on the PSP or CEQA
issues.

This combination of steep slope and increased runoff also add to the unusual circumstances of
this project which disallow the application of a categorical exemption under CEQA. CEQA
Guidelines § 1500.2(c). See Guidelines Appendix G, § IX, d-e (substantial increase in surface
runoff or contributing to runoff that would exceed capacity of downstream stormwater drainage
systems). Like many foothill neighborhoods, the Riviera has experienced drainage issues over

the years, and runoff from the Project must cross over and under dozens of parcels before
discharge.
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Not only can the Planning Commission not approve this project in the absence of Clean Water
Act compliance, but the City’s SWMP and BMP Guidance necessitate a specific review process
that contemplates preparation of an environmental review document.

Conclusion

In conclusion, we request that you grant this appeal based on the issues of our February 7%
appeal letter and the additional issues included in this letter and deny the Performance Standard
Permit for the additional dwelling and require that a full environmental review process be
initiated for the remaining Project, including drainage and runoff evaluation. The Staff Hearing
Officer did not make sufficient findings in accord with the Zoning Ordinance and therefore the
Performance Standard Permit should be denied.

9

Respectfully Submitted,

LAW OFFICE O/FMARC CHYTILO

fd
i

/
Marc Chytitd

Exhibits

1. Email, Kelly Brodison to Beth Ford, 3-1-11, re: standards for storm water runoff



ATTACHMENT 3

Tom and Barbara Sanborn
1233 Mission Ridge Road
Santa Barbara, CA 93103

805-845-8338

July 5, 2011

City of Santa Barbara City Council
735 Anacapa St.
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

RE: 1233 Mission Ridge Road

The problem with communication is the illusion that it has occurred.
GeorgeBernardShaw

Mayor Schneider and Members of the City Council:

Please allow the following to summarize the principal events over the past year concerning the above
referenced property.

Existing Site

The property is a gently sloping parcel, open to the south and accessed off the end of Green Ridge Lane.
Three structures are currently sited on the property; a two bedroom two bath residence originally
constructed in the late 1920s as an accessory structure for a prior estate, a second two bedroom two
bath accessory structure permitted and constructed in the late 1940s and a permitted two car detached
garage. The secondary structure and garage were constructed within the current side yard setbacks and
are considered non-conforming. Two matures oaks are located on the easterly third of the property.

Project Design

The current approved design proposes to remove the three existing structures and construct a new
three bedroom, three and a half bath primary residence with attached garages (Residential Unit 1) and a
second one bedroom two bath guest house referenced as Residential Unit 2. The primary residence is
located in the center of the property along an east-west axis. Its design places a two story element
adjacent to the mature oaks to the east and steps progressively down in height to the west in order to
open up a view corridor. The current guest house site has been relocated from the southwesterly edge
of the property to an area just north of the mature oaks. Both structures are organized around a circular
motor court which is visually buffered by an arched entry portal aligned with Green Ridge Lane. The
portal is set 30 feet back from the property line and provides a sense of transition from public to private
access while providing for a terminus at the end of the lane.



Design Review and Approvals

Five design review hearings on the project were held by Single Family Design Board, one Performance
Standard hearing was held by the Staff Hearing Officer and one appeal of the Staff Hearing Officer's
approval was heard by the Planning Commission.

First SFDB Hearing- july 19, 2010

The initial plan proposed a larger 4 bedroom 3 % bath primary residence. The SFDB supported
the overall architectural design but suggested that the applicant study reducing the size, bulk
and scale of the primary residence. The Performance Standard was determined to be
appropriate due to the existing guest house. The front entry portal was strongly supported. A
motion to approve these findings was made and passed unanimously.

Second SFDB Hearing- August 30, 2010

A revised plan proposed reducing the square footage of the primary residence by 176 sf,
reducing the ridge heights 6” to 15” and revising the westerly roofline to a hip roof. The house
was re-sited to the north and east. The SFDB requested that we study further the potential of
reducing the square footage.

Third SFDB Hearing- November 22, 2010

A new revised plan was submitted proposing to reduce the original square footage of the
primary residence by 1614 sf, along with an additional 65 sf reduction from the garages. The
house was reduced from four to three bedrooms. The two secondary bedrooms were
redesigned as split levels in order to drop the lower bedroom finished floor to grade and reduce
the upper bedroom ridgeline to the height of the adjacent single story living room roofline. The
master bedroom view deck and kitchen loggia were eliminated and the living room loggia was
reduced. The exterior courtyard stairway and balcony overlook were eliminated, along with the
upper gallery and breakfast room. The result was a significant reduction in the mass, bulk and
scale of the house and an expansion of the westerly view corridor. The reduced scale
compressed the building footprint to the south and west as well as adjacent to the existing
oaks. The Board complimented the quality of the architecture and expressed their appreciation
for the revisions. They noted that the quality and style of the architecture were well integrated
with the lot and neighborhood and expressed that they thought the entry portal was well
executed. The Board provided the option of either returning to the Full Board after standard
story poles were installed or proceed to the Staff Hearing Officer prior to returning to the Full
Board. A motion of support for these findings was made and passed unanimously.

Staff Hearing Officer- January 26, 2011

Chapter 28.93 of the Municipal Code provides the opportunity for additional dwelling units on
single family lots through the approval of a Performance Standard Permit (PSP). The criteria
for granting a PSP require that there be adequate lot area, egress and ingress and the location
of the additional dwelling complies with all applicable ordinances. The subject property is
zoned E-1 which requires a minimum lot area of 15,000 sf per unit with an average slope of



under 10 %. The existing lot square footage of 31,584 sf provides adequate lot area for the
two residences. Access to the lot and ingress/egress to each unit is provided by Green Ridge
Lane. The location of both proposed residential units conforms to the requirements of the
Zoning Ordinance. Jim Austin, Fire Inspector Ill/ Investigator testified at the hearing that
access to the site met the Department’s requirements and that the proposed design would
bring all structures into conformance with current codes and standards and improve the
Department’s ability to respond to a fire or other emergency. The Staff Hearing Officer
approved the Performance Standard Permit subject to three conditions. Those conditions
require 1) that the two existing oaks be preserved, protected and maintained, 2) that
construction vehicles/equipment/materials and staging be provided for on-site unless
specifically permitted by the Transportation Manager with a Public Works permit, and 3)
parking for construction workers be provided on-site or off-site subject to the approval of the
Transportation Manager.

Planning Commission Appeal- March 10, 2011

The Planning Commission heard an appeal of the Staff Hearing Officer’s approval of the PSP filed
by David and Judy Denenholz of 717 S. Madison Ave., Pasadena CA. The Denenholz also own a
home at 1225 Mission Ridge Road and expressed their concern that the conditions of the PSP
had not been met. Paul Zink of the SFDB spoke in support of the PSP. After due consideration, a
motion to deny the appeal and uphold the decision of the Staff Hearing Officer was made and
confirmed by the Planning Commission unanimously.

Fourth Single Family Design Board Hearing- March 28, 2011

Prior to the fourth SFDB hearing, standard story poles were erected on the site in conformance
with the approved story pole plan. Following an on-site review of the story poles, the Board
expressed their satisfaction with the results but asked the applicants whether any further
reductions in the height of the structures would be possible. The Board also asked whether the
principal residence could be shifted to the east without affecting the privacy of the neighbors to
the south and whether the bulk of the entry portal could be further reduced. The applicants
agreed to study these issues further.

Fifth Single Family Design Board Hearing- April 25, 2011

A new revised plan was submitted to the SFDB, reducing the ridgelines of the principal residence
by 6” to 21”. The ridgelines of the guest house were also reduced by 6” to 24”. The bulk of the
entry portal and trash enclosure were reduced by an additional 24”. The adjacent neighbors to
the south have consistently expressed a concern for maintaining their existing privacy and a
conscious effort was made in the design and placement of the new structures to meet those
expectations. After further study, it was determined that the privacy of these neighbors would
be negatively impacted by shifting the house further to the east while providing little to no
benefit to any other neighbors. The Board considered these changes and expressed their
appreciation for the changes and for the integrity and beauty of the design. The Board voted to
approve the Preliminary Design unanimously.



Efforts to Address the Current Appeal

Well before beginning the public review, we began walking our community and meeting with our
neighbors to discuss our plans for a new home. During this period, we gathered numerous signatures in
support of the project and developed a deeper appreciation for the qualities that drew us to the Riviera
in the first place. Over the past year, since beginning the approval process, we have made a sincere
effort to work with our neighbors as well as the Riviera Association and the City’s staff and Boards in the
hope of creating a consensus of support for our new home. | regret that we have not been entirely
successful.

Our neighbors, the Denenholz have elected to appeal our current approvals, first to the Planning
Commission and now to the Council. In the hope of resolving our differences prior to burdening the
Council with our problems, we asked the Denenholz to identify their specific concerns and in late May,
we received a letter setting forth their areas of concern. Since that time we have exchanged our
thoughts and ideas on how these issues could best be resolved but to date we have regrettably not
reached a resolution.

Many of the issues that have been raised, such as the hours of construction, inspections, notifications,
parking, staging, dust and noise controls are addressed by the existing codes and regulations of the City.
If the City fails to inspect or to require compliance with the codes, they certainly have the right to bring
this to the attention of the City Council or the City Attorney. To the extent that there are applicable
building or planning regulations, we believe it would only cause confusion to enter into a private
construction management agreement. We fully intend to keep the Denenholz and all other interested
neighbors advised of all major construction phases throughout the building process.

The Denenholz have also expressed concerns regarding the location of our house, its height,
landscaping, colors and massing. These issues have been addressed on numerous occasions at every
level of the City and have resulted in the unanimous support of all of the City’s Boards and Commissions
that have considered the project. Throughout this process, we have made numerous changes and
redesigns which have resulted in a softening of its appearance and a greater conformity with the
neighborhood. We now have a project which is significantly different from the concept that we started
with but one which we believe produces the most good for the most people. We are extraordinarily
proud of this final design.

In evaluating the appropriateness of this current appeal, we would ask the Council to consider the
photos of the story poles as viewed from the appellant’s property. These particular photos were taken
by Paul Zink, Chairperson of the SFDB at the time our project was being considered. They were taken to
illustrate the actual impacts of our project from the perspective of the Denenholz home and | believe
they tell a positive story. We have also included a photo rendering prepared by DesignArc of how our
home will actually appear from the vantage point of the Denenholz upper corner bedroom. It should be
pointed out that these photos and renderings were taken prior to the last design amendment which
lowered all of the ridgelines by an additional 6” to 24”.



We greatly appreciate the help and guidance of the City’s staff and Boards, the Riviera Association and
our neighbors throughout this process. We look forward to the day when we can welcome you all to
our new home.

Sincerely,
Tom and Barbara Sanborn
Attachments:

Denenholz June 30, 2010 Letter

Photo- View From Denenholz Residence First Floor Living Room Deck

Photo- View From Denenholz Residence First Floor Covered Corner Deck
Photo- View From Denenholz Residence Second Floor Corner Bedroom Balcony
Photo- View From 1231 Mission Ridge Road Residence Rear Deck

Photo- View From 1220 High Ridge Road taken from Upper Driveway

Photo- Computer Model View From Denenholz Upper Bedroom Balcony



Judy and David Denenholz
717 South Madison Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91106
626-233-4212
Fax: 626-796-9318

By Email

June 30, 2011

Thomas and Barbara Sanborn
1233 Mission Ridge Road
Santa Barbara, CA 93103

Dear Tom and Barbara,

We too are glad we had the opportunity to get together on Memorial
Day. It was great to meet and review our concerns. We appreciate
your letter dated June 2 and your understanding of our issues. We are
hopeful that we can reach a mutually acceptable understanding
between us and put that into a written agreement, which would ideally
be completed in advance of the scheduled July 19 City Council hearing
on your project. Assuming we reach agreement, we understand that
we can use the appeal hearing to simply memorialize our consent to
your project.

We will respond to your June 2 letter containing your thoughts on how
to address the issues contained in Mr. Chytilo’s letter.

1. Monitoring of construction for conformance with approved plans.

The Building Department is responsible for ensuring conformance with the
approved plans. Non-conformance can result in penalties, removal and
replacement of work or red-tagging of the entire project. It is my
understanding that the City has a reputation for aggressively pursuing
conformance with codes and plans. Nonetheless, we would be happy to
have you review our progress as the project proceeds.

We have been told that the City inspection team is not as vigilant as it
has been in the past, and that variances of 6-12" in building heights
have been overlooked and even knowingly tolerated. For us, the
height of the building is a critical dimension, and if the roofline is even



6" higher than shown on plans, we lose that much more of our view of
the ocean. You worked hard to reduce the height by 6” and more, and
we simply want to be able to assure ourselves (and you) that the
agreed-upon maximum height won't be exceeded.

We believe it would be appropriate to have a qualified non-city building
inspector review the progress, as you indicate, and confirm the
footprint, floor elevation and maximum height. We have identified a
building consultant that is so qualified and familiar with this type of
review. We will of course bear all of the expense for the inspector and
indemnify you and your contractors for any liability associated with the
inspections. We anticipate the confirmation will require just several
visits at specific moments - such as when the foundation is poured, the
floor elevation established, and when the roof is framed. And we
would be pleased to meet with you informally to review your progress
over a glass of wine. We (and probably you also) will appreciate
having the assurance along the way that there are no problems.

2. Responsible individuals to address neighborhood concerns.

Ultimately, we are the ones responsible for the project and | encourage all
of our neighbors to call us directly at anytime if there is an issue with the
project. Once we have a general contractor and project supervisor, | will
provide you with their contact information as well.

We appreciate your understanding the importance of a 24/7 contact
person to respond to issues.

3. Hours of construction.

The Building Department will limit construction hours as specified in the
City’s Municipal Code. If you or any of our immediate neighbors have a
special event which would be impacted by our construction activities,
please notify us and we will do our best to limit those activities during that
period. We will do our best at all times to minimize disturbances caused
by the construction of our home. It has been my experience that
minimizing the term of construction is the most effective means of
reducing its overall impact. We of course share your desire to complete
our home in as short a period as possible.

Our request was to have a comprehensive construction management
program addressing your issues # 2--9. We did not, in our letter, state
our desire that you complete your construction as quickly as possible -
that was something you mentioned in your response. Residents in
Santa Barbara and elsewhere are aware that it is a common practice



for some developers to ask dispensation from neighbors for extra
noise, hours of impacts, nuisance and inconvenience under the guise
of “finishing more quickly.” Should you request that along the way, we
will certainly consider it, but it is our desire at this point to state
clearly the hours of construction and all other parameters in a written
construction management program, and that your contractor have a
clear and unambiguous understanding of expectations in that regard.

4.Parking.

The Staff Hearing Officer placed the following condition on the approved
plans:
“C. During construction, free parking spaces for construction
workers shall be provided on-site and off-site in a location subject to
approval of the Transportation Manager.”

5.Staging on and off site.

The Staff Hearing Officer placed the following condition on the approved
plans:
“B. Construction vehicles/ materials storage and staging shall be
done on-site. No parking or storage shall be permitted within the
public right-of-way or Greenridge Lane, unless specifically
permitted by the Transportation Manager with a Public Works
permit.”

6.Dust control.

The Building Department will require that we meet all Best Management
Practices applicable to our project. These will include detailed dust control
measures.

7.Traffic control.
At this time, we do not envision any off-site work that would necessitate a

road closure. If any off-site work is required, we will observe all conditions
for traffic control required by the Public Works permit.

As some of the most affected parties, we and probably many of the
residents of Green Ridge would like to know how you intend to comply

with issues 4-7 in advance, and to offer our input on your proposed
solutions.

8.Notice of pending construction activities.

We will notify you when we are aware of pending phases of construction.



For the purposes of this discussion, a phase of construction might be
something like “foundations” when concrete would be arriving and forms
constructed or “framing,” when lumber would be delivered and walls
erected. Often, these phases overlap and there is not a distinct
demarcation. If we are able to produce a reliable work schedule, we will
provide you with a copy.

We will appreciate as much advance notice of major construction
activities, including “foundations” and “framing,” and also including
“grading and excavation” “stucco application” and similar noisy
activities or those that involve large construction equipment. We
understand construction management must be fluid to address
changing conditions, but would like to know what your general
schedule is and be updated as specific activities that may cause
particularly significant impacts to the neighborhood are planned.

9.Prohibit use of specific driveways.

| recognize that this kind of thing can get out of hand. We should be able
fo accommodate all the maneuvering of construction traffic on-site. As we
discussed, we cannot assure you that it still won’t happen on occasion. To
help avoid the use of your driveway by vehicles during construction, |
would propose that we add specific language to the construction
documents prohibiting its use and install a small sign at the base of your
drive stating “Private Driveway, No Turn Around” or as you might direct.

We would support including these terms into the terms of the permits
for reproduction onto the plans. It could also be addressed through
the written construction management plan, which could then be
reviewed and implemented by your general contractor.

10. Notice of pending hearings and administration requests pertaining to
the project.

Subsequent to receiving our final approvals and permits, should additional
hearings or administration requests be required, we will notify you of their

schedule and purpose. | do not anticipate that there would be any further

such hearings at that point.

Great. We would expect this includes administrative requests, such as
a substantial conformity determination or minor permit modification
that might not need a hearing or noticing.

11.Notice of proposed changes to design, siting, or other external changes
to approved project.



To the degree that this notice represents a more substantive change than
those contemplated in Item 10 above, we will notify you as soon as we are
aware of the nature and purpose of such changes as well as the hearing
date. Again, we do not contemplate the need for any such changes.

Great, including our prior comment about modifications and actions
that don’t entail a hearing.

12.Exterior color palette and roof tiles.

A formal submittal will be made to the SFDB of the color palette and
materials proposed for our home. | will notify when that hearing is
scheduled. To give you an idea of our thoughts on an appropriate color
scheme, | would direct you to the Biltmore. Like a lot of things, | think they
get it pretty close to right.

As we have discussed, we share your appreciation for the Biltmore
property. We want to avoid bright colors and stark contrasts that can
cause the structures to pop out visually. We note that the Biltmore is in
a more lush coastal setting where wall and roof colors are tempered by
adjacent and overhanging vegetation, while your home must maintain
fuel modification zones and thus involves considerably greater
expanses of exposed walls. We of course will look over your roof for
our views of the Pacific.

13.Final landscape plans.

A Final Landscape Plan will be submitted to the SFDB. This plan will be
based on the approved Preliminary Landscape Plan and will include
detailed irrigation and drainage plans. We will notify you when that
hearing is scheduled.

Our principal interest is in the perimeter and tree elements to address
screening, views and privacy. We will appreciate having the
opportunity to work with you before landscaping plans are submitted
for approval and your commitment to try to reach consensus with your
neighbors on perimeter landscaping and trees to address reasonable
concerns over privacy, screening and views.

14.Maintain Green Ridge Lane.

| agree entirely that we should be responsible for any damage or
deterioration to Green Ridge Lane caused by our construction activity. We
will send a letter to all of the property owners who currently share



responsibility for the right of way maintenance (six properties including
ourselves) that we intend to have a survey of the road's current condition
conducted by a reputable paving contractor prior to the start of
construction and will commit to restoring it to like or better condition upon
completion. If needed, we will make temporary repairs during
construction. As we discussed, | will try to get an understanding from the
paving contractor concerning what issues might improve the right-of-way
for its long term maintenance and appearance and relay that on to the
Green Ridge residences.

We appreciate your commitment to restore Green Ridge Road. Itis
not clear to us what you intend regarding seeking an “understanding”
from a paving contractor pertaining to “long term maintenance and
appearance,” and suggest that Green Ridge Road’s appearance,
maintenance and management is a conversation that the entire
neighborhood should be engaged in, independent from the impacts of
your development.

15.Move house 3’ to 5’ to the east.

Prior to our last SFDB hearing, we looked carefully at the possibilities of
re-siting the home to the east. While it appeared that this change would
have little benefit for the properties above us, it was felt that it would have
a significant negative impact on the privacy of our neighbors to the south.
The SFDB considered these changes and elected to approve the design
as currently sited.

We are aware that you have elected to elevate the concerns of one
family below you over the concerns of the several families located
above you, including us. We are having a hard time not being at least
somewhat put off by your conclusion of “little benefit” from such an
action, when we think it could have significant benefits. We were
provided a copy of a letter from your attorney to ours inviting him to
the Bay Area to view your home there and talk with your neighbors.
Mr. Varni explained that you are loved in your Bay Area neighborhood
because your home “does not interfere with the view of the people
across the street.” It's hard to forget your telling the SFDB that you
could not reduce the floor height further, since you want to create your
ocean views, thereby interfering with our existing views of the ocean.
We don’t see your behavior here in Santa Barbara to be “particularly”
consistent with the “we respect the concerns of our neighbors”
philosophy your attorney espouses for you in the Bay Area. We are
resigned to the loss of some of our incredible ocean view as a result of
your development. We ask that you meet us half way and do
everything possible to reduce the impact, and to value our concerns



equally to those of your downhill neighbors. We would like, some ten
years from now, to be able to offer the same recommendations that
your Bay Area neighbors do now. Please offer us the same courtesy so
we can do so.

16.Lower house 6” to 12”.

Prior to our last SFDB hearing, we were asked to study whether the height
of the house could be further reduced. We returned with a plan that
reduced the entire structure from 6” to 21” overall. These changes are
now part of the current approved plans. The composite rendering we
looked at while we were at your home was based on the prior elevations
and does not reflect these changes.

See previous response. We did prepare and present an updated visual
simulation to the SFDB reflecting your modified project and
demonstrating the loss of views of Chase Palm Park and the City’s
waterfront.

17.Reduction of bulk.

At the previous SFDB hearing, we were also asked to study whether the
appearance of the entry portal could be reduced. We returned with a plan
that reduced both the mass of the portal’s surround as well as its depth.
The net effect is a visual reduction of its perceived bulk. These changes
are also now a part of the approved plans. The rendering does not reflect
these changes but probably would not be noticeable from the vantage
point of your home.

See previous two responses.
18.Size of trash enclosure.

Within the northerly leg of the entry portal is an area reserved for trash
cans. They will be under the tile covered roof and screened from view by
the adjacent hedges. | am confident that you will not be able to see this
area from your home. | am concerned that reducing the leg of the portal
further would give the structure a spindly appearance.

To us, this seems like adding unnecessary bulk at the point closest to
our home. Itis hard to imagine how such a massive and bulky
complex could be characterized as “spindly.” Our preference would be
to balance the remainder of the complex and structures with the
“spindly” trash enclosure. Architecture is an expression of taste and
preferences, and as the SFDB made clear, they will only go so far. If
the trash enclosure cannot be reduced, the need for cooperation and



coordination between us to reach consensus on screening in the
perimeter landscaping is underscored.

19.Size of motor court.

Prior to beginning the design, we consulted with a traffic engineer on the
correct size for a residential motor court. His answer was, without
hesitation, a 52 foot minimum diameter. He told us that anything less
would not work. Since then, we have mocked up various diameter motor
courts with chalk on an open parking lot and tried to negotiate them with
various vehicles. We found that we could make it work with a 50-foot
diameter, which is what the current design is based on. The center of the
motor court will contain a 14 foot wide landscaped area. The motor court
will be paved with a permeable Cherokee Creek Tumbled Flagstone paver
over a 6" road base with D.G. grout giving it a Santa Barbara sandstone
appearance. | don’t believe you will be able to see any of the motor court
from your home.

A motor court, common in motels and hotels, is uncommon to unheard
of at most residences in Santa Barbara. Again, while it is your design
preference, it has community consequences. Have you considered if
the size can be reduced if you used a hammerhead at one end, a few
straight-in parking spaces, or allowed for a three-point turnaround?
We will accept your statement that the surface of the motor court will
be completely un-viewable from any point of our home if it is a
guarantee, but what should be the consequences if you are incorrect
and we see it plainly? To now, the City has allowed the motor court,
and our request is that you continue to try to reduce its size. If you
are unable and cannot forgo this architectural statement, we will likely
just live with it, but expect that you will more fully address some have
the other design and structural issues we raise above.

We appreciate your initial response to our concerns, and believe that
we have gotten more than half way in addressing our concerns. As
we discussed a few weeks ago, the success of us becoming the good
neighbors that we each want to be to one another, will be largely
dependant on the mutual extension of both good faith and trust. We
are committed to working with you towards that end. As we've said
earlier, we sincerely hope that we can get a written agreement and_ask
that you give additional thought to addressing our outstanding issues.

Sincerely,



Judy and Dave Denenholz



ATTACHMENT 4

SINGLE FAMILY DESIGN BOARD
CASE SUMMARY

1233 MISSION RIDGE RD MST2010-00186
R-2 SFR Page: 1

Project Description:

This is a revised project description. Proposal to demolish the existing residence, accessory building, and
detached garage totaling 2,847 square feet and construct two new single-family residences on a 31,584
square foot lot in the Hillside Design District. The proposal includes Unit 1 as a 3,796 square foot two-story
single-family residence with an attached 407 square foot two-car garage, 192 square foot workshop, 674
square foot covered patio, 50 square foot second-story deck, pool, spa, hardscape and retaining walls. Unit 2
is proposed as a 920 square foot one-story additional dwelling unit with a 459 square foot two-car garage
and a 125 square foot storage area attached to the main house. The proposed total of 4,395 square feet for
Unit 1 is 99.9% of the maximum guideline floor to lot area ratio. The proposed total of 1,504 square feet for
Unit 2 is 34% of the maximum guideline floor to lot area ratio. A total of 308 cubic yards of onsite grading
is proposed. The project received Planning Commission approval on 3/10/2011 (Resolution No. 005-11) for
a Performance Standard Permit to allow an additional dwelling unit per SBMC 28.93.030.E.

Activities:
4/25/2011 SFDB-Project Design Approval
4/25/2011 SFDB-Project Design Hearing

(Project Design Approval is requested. Project requires compliance with Staff Hearing Officer
Resolution No. 002-11 and Planning Commission Resolution No. 005-11. Project was last reviewed by
SFDB on March 28, 2011.)

(3:32)
Present: Mark Shields, Architect; Tom Sanborn, Owner, and Kelly Brodison, Assistant Planner.
Public comment opened at 3:50 p.m.

The following public comment spoke in opposition of the proposed project:

1) Judy Denenholtz spoke with concerns regarding the FAR, high fire area, potential traffic issues, and
density.

2) Keith Rivera, representing adjacent neighbors Dan and Diane Gainey, spoke with concerns
regarding second floor privacy issues, and a request for landscape plan language for privacy screening.
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1233 MISSION RIDGE RD MST2010-00186

R- 2 SFR Page: 2

Activities:

3) Beverly Trial (submitted a prior email in opposition and photos of neighboring homes during
meeting) spoke with concerns regarding the large size of the proposed project in comparison to
neighboring homes.

4) Edward Easton (submitted letter at meeting) spoke with concerns regarding the large size of the
proposed project, window locations, and the tower elements on the north and west side.

5) Marc Chytilo, (representing the Dave and Judy Denenholtz/submitted letter/photos at meeting) spoke
with concerns regarding the large size, bulk and mass of the proposed project, neighborhood
compatibility, and obstruction of public ocean views.

Emails of opposition were acknowledged from Beverly and Alain Trial.

An email of neither support nor opposition from James Knight of The Rivera Association was
acknowledged by the Board.

Letters of support were acknowledged by the Board from: Sarah Stewart, Graham Phillips, Dorothy
Padilla, Michael R. and Kathleen Cooper, Laurel Gilbert Phillips, Esq., Glendon Dyruff, and Mary Lou
Fahy.

Public comment closed at 4:05 p.m.

Motion:  Project Design Approval with the finding that the Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance
criteria have been met as stated in Subsection 22.69.050 of the City of Santa Barbara Municipal Code
and continued indefinitely to Full Board with the following comments:

1) The Board found the proposed project's current mass, bulk, and scale, compatibility with the Riviera
neighborhood, and appreciates the reductions of the design by the applicant over the course of the
previous five Design Review meetings.

2) The consistency of appearance, detailing of the design, and quality of the architecture and materials
are acceptable.

3) The layout of the house on the site and landscaping are acceptable. The Board appreciates the
sensitive design to maintain the existing oak trees.

4) The Board finds that the proposed project will not result in any negative impacts to public views.
Action: Zimmerman/Woolery, 6/0/1. Motion carried. (Bernstein abstained).

The ten-day appeal period was announced.

4/19/2011 SFDB-Resubmittal Received

Three sets for project design review.

3/28/2011 SFDB-Project Design Hearing

(Project Design Approval is requested. Project requires compliance with Staff Hearing Officer
Resolution No. 002-11 and Planning Commission Resolution No. 005-11. Project was last reviewed by
SFDB on November 22, 2010.)

(4:28)
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1233 MISSION RIDGE RD MST2010-00186

R- 2 SFR Page: 3

Activities:

Present: Mark Shields, Tom and Barbara Sanborn, Owners.
Public comment opened at 4:39 p.m.
The Laurel Phillips (submitted prior letter) spoke in support of the proposed project.

Letters in support from Tom and Barbara Sanborn (owners), Laurel Gilbert Phillips, Sarah Stewart,
Mary Lou Fahy, Sara Lytle and Fred Davis III, Dorothy Padilla, and Glendon Dyruff were
acknowledged.

The following public comment spoke in opposition of the proposed project:
1) Judy Denenholz.

2) Keith Rivera.

3) Attorney Marc Chytilo, (submitted letters to Board).

4) Beth Ford (submitted letters to Board).

5) Katie O'Reilly-Rogers.

6) Beverly Johnson Trial.

Letters expressing concerns from Attorney Marc Chytilo (for Charles & Joyce Wright and Dave & Judy
Denenholz), Edward Easton, Alain Trial, Cathie McCammon for Allied Neighborhoods Assoc., and
Paula Westbury were acknowledged.

A letter from James Knight, President of the Rivera Association, with issues that were addressed and of
which the Association states they have no opinion on the project, was acknowledged.

Public comment closed at 4:59 p.m.

Straw vote: How many of the Board would approve the current existing plans as presented for Project
Design Approval? Vote: 3/3.

Motion:  Continued indefinitely to Full Board with comments:

1) Provide additional information through the use of sections through the property/building utilizing
existing topography, and noting pitches, elevations, and all plate and ridge heights on the plans.

2) The Board appreciates the entry portal design; however, suggests the applicant to study reducing the
thickness of the entry portal to reduce its the bulk.

3) Study the height of the secondary building and reduce the ridge heights where possible.

4) Study shifting the main house to the east and north without affecting the health of the existing oak
trees, if possible.

5) There is sufficient photo documentation to allow the removal of the story poles.

6) Look for all opportunities to reduce height of the main building.

7) Clearly show reductions by providing working drawing sections to accurately depict the elevations
and any associated reductions.

8) The Board finds the overall project to be acceptable in architecture and design style and looks for
additional information and study to refine the project.

Action: Woolery/Miller, 6/0/0. Motion carried. (Bernstein absent).
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Activities:

3/28/2011 SFDB-Resubmittal Received

resubmittal of landscape plan for review on 3-28-11

2/15/2011 SFDB-Correspondence/Contact

SEDB Resubmittal rec'd 2/9/2011, has been halted from proceeding to SFDB until after the SHO Appeal
hearing at Planning Commission on 3/10/2011. Item is tentatively scheduled for SFDB on 3/28/2011,
pending the outcome of the PC hearing on 3/10/2011. Confirmed direction with Kelly Brodison, case
planner, on 2/15/2011 (8:25 a.m.). Left message for Lloyd Malear of Design Arc. 2/15/2011 (8:30 a.m.).
Plans placed in the pick up box to return to applicant.

2/9/2011 SFDB-Resubmittal Received
Seven reduced and one full sized sets of plans for the Planning Commission hearing for appeal of SHO
approval.

2/9/2011 SFDB-Resubmittal Received

Three sets received for SFDB Full Board review on 3/14/11.

11/22/2010 SFDB-Concept Review (Cont.)

(Third concept review. Comments only; project requires Environmental Assessment and Staff Hearing
Officer review of a Performance Standard Permit.)

Actual time: 3:31
Present: Marc Shields, Architect; Tom and Barbara Sanborn, Owners.

Public comment opened at 3:48 p.m.

Marc Chytilo, opposed: requested story poles; had issues with mass, bulk, and scale.

Judy Denenholz, opposed.: requested applicants follow the good neighbor workshop process; requested
story poles.

Keith Rivera, representing neighbors to immediate south: addressed privacy impacts, requested story
poles demonstrating window toward neighbors open space.

Beverly Johnson Trial, opposed.: requested a new survey.

Beverly Johnson Trial for Allan Trial: opposed: addressed floor area ratio concerns.

Sara Lytle, in favor of the project; nice addition to the Riviera neighborhood.

Larame Greene, in support of the project; massing is appropriate.

A letter of concern from Paula Westbury was acknowledged.

Public comment was closed at 4:02 p.m.

Motion:  Continued indefinitely Staff Hearing Officer with the following comments:
1) The Board has given the applicant the option to either return to the Full Board after Story poles are
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installed, or proceed to the Staff Hearing Officer and then return to the Full Board. The Board requests
story poles to be installed prior to returning to the full board.

2) The Board compliments and appreciates the applicant's reduction in square footage and the quality
of architecture.

3) The quality and style of architecture are well integrated with lot; the alcove/portal entry to the
garage is well executed.

Action: Miller/Woolery, 7/0/0. Motion carried.

11/15/2010 SFDB-Resubmittal Received

concept continued.

8/30/2010 SFDB-Concept Review (Cont.)

(Second concept review. Comments only; project requires Environmental Assessment and Staff Hearing
Officer review of a Performance Standard Permit.)

Actual time:  6:02
Present: Mark Shields, Architect; Bruce Bartlett, Designer; Mr. and Mrs. Sanborn, Owners.

Ms. Bedard, Planning Technician provided staff comments and remained available to respond to
questions from the Board. The applicant submitted four public comment letters in support of the project.

Public comment was opened at 6:22 p.m.

Greg Baranoff: addressed potential second unit, concerned about square footage.

Marc Chytilo, representing Judy Denenholtz: concerned about project size and west wall massing.
Beverly Johnson Trial: concerned about kitchen, lack of screen trees, and loss of views.

Alain Trial: concerned that architecture is contrary to guidelines.

Dan Gainey, neighbor: concerned about loss of privacy.

Keith Rivera: representing Mr. and Mrs. Gainey: concerned about loss of privacy, requested 3-D model.
Katie O'Rielly Rogers: representing Mr. and Mrs. Gainey: concerned about privacy issues, project size.
A letter in opposition from Paula Westbury was acknowledged.

Public comment was closed at 6:43 p.m.
Motion:  Continued indefinitely to the Full Board with the comment to significantly reduce the square

footage.
Action: Bernstein/Miller, 6/0/1. Motion carried. (Carroll abstained.)

8/23/2010 SFDB-Resubmittal Received

3 sets of plans + resubmittal forjm
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7719/2010 SFDB-Concept Review (New) - PH

(Comments only; project requires environmental assessment and Staff Hearing Officer review of a
Performance Standard Permit.)

Actual time: 6:16

Present: Bruce Bartlet, Architect, DesignARC,; Mark Shields, Designer; Tom and Barbara Sandborn,
Owners.

Public comment was opened at 6:34 p.m.

Judy Denenholz: opposed to the large size; concerned about fire truck access and neighborhood
incompatibility.

Dan Gainey, neighbor: opposed to the loss of privacy.

Greg Baranoff: concerned about loss of views and the large size.

Beverly Johnson Trial: opposed to the large house on a small lot; read a letter from Jim Knight who
urged the Board to adhere to the NPO, SFR and Hillside guidelines.

Public comment was closed at 6:52 p.m.

Seven letter expressing opposition or concerns from David and Judy Denenholz, Edith Baranoff, Alain
Trial, Jim Knight, Charles Joyce Wright, Frank and Gina Meyers, and Paula Westbury were
acknowledged. A letter in support containing 23 signatures was acknowledged. Four additional letters
in support from Mary Lou Fahy, Bill Freudenberg & Sarah Stewart, Laurel G. Phillips, and Glen &
Dorothy Dyruff were submitted by the applicant.

Motion:  Continued four weeks to the Full Board with the following comments:

1) Study reducing the square footage as well as size, bulk, and scale.

2) Study lowering the ridge height.

3) Provide supporting information about impacts of the house on the neighborhood. Consider installing
story poles. Provide a site section through the property.

4) Provide an arborist report for the existing Oak trees near the house.

5) Provide additional information for landscaping along western property line.

6) The performance standard permit is supportable because there is an existing guest house.

7) The front entry portal design is appreciated.

Action: Woolery/Bernstein, 7/0/0. Motion carried.

7/6/2010 SFDB-Concept Review (New) - PH

(Comments only; project requires environmental assessment and Staff Hearing Officer review of a
Performance Standard Permit.)

Postponed two weeks at the applicant's request.
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ATTACHMENT 5

City of Santa Barbara
California

PLANNING COMMISSION

STAFF REPORT
REPORT DATE: March 3, 2011
AGENDA DATE: March 10, 2011
PROJECT ADDRESS: 1233 Mission Ridge Road (MST2010-00186)
TO: Planning Commission
FROM: Planning Division, (805) 564-5470

Danny Kato, Senior Planner ,‘P\!k_/
Kelly Brodison, Assistant Planner ! P&j
I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project consists of a proposal to demolish the existing residence, accessory building, and detached
garage totaling 2,847 square feet, and construct a new single-family residence and an Additional
Dwelling Unit on a 31,584 square foot lot in the Hillside Design District. The new single family
dwelling is proposed as a 3,796 square foot two-story single-family residence with an attached 407
square foot two-car garage, 192 square foot workshop, 674 square foot covered patio, 50 square foot
second-story deck, pool, spa, hardscape and retaining walls. The Additional Dwelling Unit is proposed
as a 920 square foot one-story additional dwelling unit, with a 459 square foot two-car garage and a
125 square foot storage area attached to the main house.

This is an appeal of a Staff Hearing Officer approval of the requested Performance Standard Permit on
January 26, 2011. The appellant asks the Planning Commission to deny the project (refer to Exhibit A
— Appellant’s Letter).

IL. REQUIRED APPLICATIONS

The discretionary application required for this project is a Performance Standard Permit to permit an
additional dwelling on a one-family residentially zoned lot (SBMC § 28.93.030.E).

III. RECOMMENDATION

The proposed project conforms to the City’s Zoning and Building Ordinances and the policies of the
General Plan. The proposed project does not have a significant impact on public views, and has been
reviewed and approved by the City of Santa Barbara Fire Department. In addition, the size and
massing of the project have been found to be consistent with the surrounding neighborhood by the
Single Family Design Board. The project will require Final Design Approval from the Single Family
Design Board before a building permit will be issued. Further, the City’s Environmental Analyst has
examined the site and reviewed the proposed plans, and has determined that the project will not result
in a significant effect on the environment and is exempt from further environmental review pursuant to
California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15303. Therefore, Staff recommends that

IIL.
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the Planning Commission deny the appeal and uphold the decision of the Staff Hearing Officer to
approve the project making the findings outlined in Section VI of this report.
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SITE INFORMATION AND PROJECT STATISTICS

A. SITE INFORMATION
Applicant; Mark Shields, Design Arc Property Owner: Thomas and Barbara Sanborn
Parcel Number: 019-231-007 Lot Area: 31,584 square feet
General Plan: Residential, Zoning: E-1
1 unit/acre
Existing Use: Residential Topography: 8.94%
Adjacent Land Uses:

North - Residential
South - Residential

East - Residential
West - Residential

B. PROJECT STATISTICS
Proposed Main Residence Additional Dwelling Unit
Living Area 3,796 920
Garage 407 459
Accessory Space 192 125

C.
Building: 5,899 sf 19%

PROPOSED LOT AREA COVERAGE

Hardscape: 8,070 sf 25.5%

Landscape: 17,615 sf 55.5%

IV. ZONING ORDINANCE CONSISTENCY
. < Proposed
Standard Requirement | Existing Proposed SFR ADU
Setbacks
-Front 30° >30° 30’ at Greenridge N/A
-Interior 10° >10° ~50’ at rear 10°
~17" at side
I . , 24’ at master ,
Building Height 30 1 story bedroom 17
Parking 4 2 2 covered 2 covered
Lot Area Required for Each 15,000 sf | 31,584 sf 15,000 sf 15,000 sf
Open Yard 1,250 sf >1;2f50 >1,250 sf >1,250 sf
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The zoning requirements in the above table apply to both structures. Both the proposed single
family residence and the additional dwelling unit meet all of the applicable zoning
requirements.

A, PERFORMANCE STANDARD PERMIT FOR ADDITIONAL DWELLING UNIT

Chapter 28.93 of the Municipal Code provides opportunity for additional dwelling units on
single-family lots through the approval of a Performance Standard Permit (PSP). The criteria
for granting a PSP require that there be adequate lot area, adequate egress and ingress, and that
the location of the additional dwelling complies with all applicable ordinances.

The subject property is zoned E-1, with an average overall slope of 8.94%, which requires a
minimum lot area of 15,000 square feet per unit. This 31,584 square foot property provides
adequate lot area for two residences. Access to the lot and ingress/egress to each unit will be
provided by the existing driveway from Greenridge Lane. The location of both proposed
residential units conforms to the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance with regard to setbacks,
distance between buildings, building height, parking and open yard.

APPEAL ISSUES

A. INADEQUATE FINDINGS

Appellant’s Contention: The appellant states that the findings fail to identify the substantial
evidence supporting the approval of the Performance Standard Permit.

Staff’s Response: The Staff Hearing Officer finding referenced Section IV of the Staff Hearing
Officer’s staff report, where the reasoning and basis for the decision were described in detail. This
is an acceptable method to state the reasoning for the decision, and the finding is adequate.

B. COMPLIANCE _WITH PERFORMANCE _STANDARD _PERMIT _REQUIREMENTS _FOR
ADDITIONAL DWELLING UNITS (SBMC §28.93.030E)

Appellant’s Contention: The appellant states that the project site does not have adequate lot size
or adequate ingress and egress for the Additional Dwelling Unit, that the project improperly
expands a nonconforming use, that the location of the additional dwelling unit does not comply
with the secondary dwelling unit requirements, that the project is inconsistent with the General
Plan, and that the project is a nuisance.

Staff Response:

Lot Size. The minimum lot size for newly created lots in the E-1 Zone is 15,000 square feet.
Therefore, to meet the required findings for a Performance Standard Permit for an Additional
Unit, this lot is required to have twice the minimum lot area, or 30,000 square feet. The
appellant argues that the City’s permit tracking database shows the lot area as having 28,964
square feet of lot area. Because the lot size information in the database is only an estimate
created by “rubber-sheeting” parcel lines to match aerial photos, one of the first items of
information that staff required in the initial review of this project was verification that the lot
size was at least 30,000 square feet. The applicant provided three separate lot size calculations
prepared by a registered civil engineer and two licensed surveyors, based on the last boundary
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line survey. These were provided to the appellant on January 10, 2011 and February 8, 2011.
All three lot size calculations concluded that the lot size has 31,584 square feet of lot area.
Based on the more specific information contained in the lot area calculations, Staff determined
that the lot size is adequate.

Ingress/Egress. The lot is currently accessed from Greenridge Lane, a private lane that is
accessed from Mission Ridge Road. The road easement is 20 feet wide. There is one short
area of the road limited to approximately 16°-4” in width due to overgrown vegetation at the
corner of Mission Ridge and Greenridge. The City’s Transportation Planning Division staff
have determined that Greenridge Lane provides adequate access for day-to-day use by residents
and visitors.

The current City Fire Code requires new fire access roads be built to a 20 foot width. While it
is true that neither Greenridge Lane nor Mission Ridge Road comply with today’s high fire
standards, both of these roads were installed before today’s standards existed and therefore, like
many roads on the Riviera, are considered legally non-conforming.

In the High Fire Areas of the City, the City Fire Department and Fire Marshall determine the
necessary actions to sufficiently protect structures and the public from the threat of wildland
fire. It is the job of the Fire Department to interpret and enforce the policies and requirements
of the City's Wildland Fire Plan and Fire Code to achieve the necessary level of fire protection.
The potential risks associated with existing non-conforming nature of several roads in the
Riviera such as Greenridge Lane were analyzed in the development of the City’s Wildland Fire
Plan and Fire Code and are considered in detail by the Fire Department in their project reviews.

When new subdivisions or fire access roads are proposed, these developments are required to
meet the minimum road width requirement of 20'. For existing roads that serve multiple
residences and don't currently meet the minimum 20 foot width, the Fire Marshall generally
does not require a single development on the road to widen the road unless it is determined that
the existing road will not allow fire equipment to reach the proposed development and would,
therefore, pose a threat to those proposed structures and residences. Section 104.8 of the
California Fire Code states that the fire code official has the authority to grant modifications for
individual cases, provided the fire code official shall first find that special individual reasons
makes the strict letter of this code impractical, and the modification is in compliance with the
intent and purpose of this code and that such modification does not lessen health, life and fire
safety requirements. In Santa Barbara, the City Fire Marshall and the Prevention Bureau staff
serve as the City’s fire code officials.

In this case, the City Fire Department reviewed the fire access at Greenridge Lane, the
proposed project plans, the development served by the lane; and has driven City fire equipment
up the lane. In the event of a fire emergency, the first two addresses on Greenridge Lane (1225
& 1235 Mission Ridge Road) may be accessed directly from Mission Ridge Road itself without
the need to use Greenridge Lane. This leaves four lots remaining with sole access from
Greenridge Lane (1229, 1231, 1233 and 1234 Mission Ridge Road). Based on the review of
the plans and a physical inspection of the access route with City fire equipment, the Fire
Marshall has determined that the road is wide enough for City fire engines and that it provides
an adequate level of access for all of the existing and proposed development along the road.
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Further, the Fire Marshall has determined that the project is not considered a change in use as it
will remain residential, and it is not anticipated to create a substantially different demand on
fire protection services or interfere or impair emergency evacuation of the area.

Additionally, the Fire Marshall has reviewed the proposed building design and access around
the proposed buildings, and has found that site design meets all fire code requirements. In a
letter addressed to Tom and Barbara Sanborn, dated January 11, 2011, (Exhibit B), the Fire
Department states that the proposed structures will meet Fire Department access standards and
will be designed and constructed to High Fire Construction requirements. The new structures
will be equipped with automatic fire sprinkler systems whereas the existing buildings are not.
The proposed landscaping is designed to comply with the High Fire Landscape Guidelines and
Defensible Space requirements. The existing accessory building on the property does not meet
fire access standards, as the existing accessory building is 269 feet from the end of Greenridge
Lane. The new Additional Dwelling Unit will be 150 feet from the end of the Lane and the
main house will also be constructed closer to that access point. Therefore, the proposed project
(which would remove all existing improvements) will substantially increase the level of fire
safety on this property when compared to the existing conditions. The proposed project, in
effect, will remove deficiencies on the current property concerning access, fire resistant
construction and sprinkler requirements of the 2010 California Fire Code. For these reasons,
the Fire Marshall has determined that the proposed project would not expose people or
structures to significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires.

Expansion of Nonconforming Use: At this time, there are no nonconforming uses on the site.
The lot contains a single family residence, a detached garage, and an accessory building. All
three buildings are permitted. The accessory building had an unpermitted kitchen, which
created an illegal dwelling unit. However, through the enforcement process, the kitchen was
removed, and the building was re-converted back to an accessory building. All three buildings
are proposed to be demolished as part of this project. Since there are no nonconforming
buildings or uses on site and all structures on the property will be demolished as part of the
proposed project, the project does not expand a nonconforming use.

Even if a nonconforming additional dwelling unit did exist on the site, the approval of a
Performance Standard Permit for an Additional Dwelling Unit would change the legal status of
the building from “nonconforming,” to “approved and conforming.” An expansion of the
Additional Dwelling Unit in such a case would not be an expansion of a nonconforming use,
but rather the expansion of a conforming use.

The parcel is nonconforming to the 90’ public street frontage requirement, in that it does not
have any public street frontage. Because the proposal does not increase the nonconformity of
the lot (e.g. the project does not result in less public street frontage), the Additional Dwelling
Unit is allowed, as would an addition to a house on a lot without street frontage.

Secondary Dwelling Unit Requirements. The Secondary Dwelling Unit requirements do not
apply to Additional Dwelling Units. Secondary Dwelling Units and Additional Dwelling Units
are different uses under the Municipal Code. Secondary Dwelling Units (also known as
“granny units,” or “in-law units,” are allowed ministerially, as long as they comply with the
requirements contained in SBMC §28.94.030.Z. Some of those requirements are: a minimum
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lot size of 7,000 s.f., the two units must be connected, the Secondary Dwelling Unit is limited
to 600 s.f. in size, and a prohibition in the high fire zone. Secondary Dwelling Units are
considered to be part of a Single Family Dwelling, and buildings that contain a main residence
and a Secondary Dwelling Unit are not considered duplexes.

Additional Dwelling Units may be located in the High Fire Hazard area. Secondary Dwelling
Units may not be located in the High Fire Hazard area. The main reason for this differential
treatment between Secondary Dwelling Units and Additional Dwelling Units is the difference
in the potential residential density presented by the two uses. Additional Dwelling Units
require the same amount of lot area as the underlying zone (i.e. a main unit and an Additional
Dwelling Unit on a lot requires twice the minimum lots size), whereas a Secondary Dwelling
Unit may be located on a lot as small as 7,000 s.f. where another main residence is already
located.

General Plan Inconsistencies: The project complies with the Seismic Safety and Safety
Element of the General Plan, in that the Fire Department has determined the access to be
adequate. It would be inappropriate to compare the project to proposed General Plan
Amendments, as there is no guarantee that the currently proposed amendments to the General
Plan will be adopted. The only General Plan policies that apply are the existing policies
currently in effect.

Nuisance: The project meets all applicable requirements of the Zoning Ordinance, and access
and evacuation has been deemed adequate by the Fire Department. The project is not a
nuisance, pursuant to SBMC §28.98.001. '

C. CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION IS NOT AVAILABLE FOR THIS PROJECT

Appellant’s Contention: The appellant states that the project cannot be found categorically
exempt from CEQA because: a) the project is too large to qualify for the small structures
exemption; b) unusual circumstances preclude the use of a categorical exemption; c) the project
site is located in a particularly sensitive environment; d) the cumulative impacts of the project
and other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects present a potentially
substantial adverse effect on the environment; e) the City has not adopted thresholds of
significance; and f) the Staff Hearing Officer’s findings are not in compliance with CEQA.
The appellant argues that an environmental impact report must be prepared before the project
may be approved.

Staff’s Response:

Project Too Large To Qualify For New Construction Categorical Exemption. The
appellant states that the project does not qualify for a categorical exemption from CEQA under
Section 15303 New Construction of Small Structures because the structure is not a small
structure by local standards given the floor area ratio of the main residence and additional
dwelling unit. CEQA is a state law. The state defines the scope of CEQA through its statutes
and administrative guidelines.

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15303 states that a project may qualify for a categorical
exemption if the project involves the construction of a limited number of new small structures.
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The term “small structures” in this section does not refer to City of Santa Barbara local
standards and floor area ratios, but to the State of California’s determination as to the class of
development that is considered a small enough to not have significant effects on the
environment. The evaluation of local floor area ratios and other local standards are, therefore,
not relevant when discussing whether the project meets the State’s CEQA definition of small.

Subsection (a) of the Section 15303 New Construction exemption specifies that a project can be
considered categorically exempt if the project includes construction of:

One single-family residence, or a second dwelling unit in a residential zone. In
Urbanized areas, up to three single-family residences may be constructed or converted
under this exemption.

The term “urbanized areas” is defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15387 and refers
specifically to those areas mapped by the US Census Bureau as having a certain density and
population. The project site and surrounding areas are, clearly mapped as “urbanized” by the
US Census Bureau and, therefore, up to three residences could be built and still meet this small
structures exemption category. Construction of the proposed single-family residence and
additional dwelling unit therefore, clearly qualify for a CEQA categorical exemption under
Section 15303 New Construction of Small Structures. Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines section
15300.4 states that local agencies may not require environmental impact reports for projects
described within the classes and examples of the state’s categorical exemptions, except under
the provisions of Guideline Section 15300.2.

Unusual Circumstances and Sensitive Environment Preclude the Use of Categorical
Exemption. A Categorical Exemption from CEQA can not be used where there is a reasonable
possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual
circumstances or the projects location in a particularly sensitive environment (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15300.2(a) and (c)). Specifically, the Appellant states that the project could
potentially result in significant aesthetic, visual, and fire hazard impacts due to its unique
location in a visually sensitive and high fire hazard area.

The appellant expresses concerns that the project has a significant affect on scenic vistas and
will significantly impact the aesthetics of the area. The project is located in an area fully
developed with single-family residences. The proposed project would not significantly block
views of the ocean or mountains from public viewing locations or scenic view corridors. While
the project will change private views for a few of the adjacent residences, public scenic views
and vistas of the larger community will not be significantly impacted. While it is proper to
consider the project impacts on private views, the question under CEQA is whether the project
will adversely affect the environment of persons in general, not whether a project will affect
particular persons. The partial obstruction of a few private views in a project’s immediate
vicinity is not regarded as a significant environmental impact under CEQA.

The proposed project retains existing mature oak trees on the property, involves minimal
grading, and is located in an area already fully developed with single-family residences. The
project is consistent with the surrounding neighborhood and has received positive comments
from the Single Family Design Review Board at concept review. The City’s Urban Historian
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has reviewed the project site and has determined that the existing residence on the site would
not qualify as a Structure of Merit or Landmark and therefore, would not need further analysis
in a Historic Structures Report. The project, therefore, will not substantially degrade the visual
character or quality of the site, significantly affect day or nighttime views in the area, and will
not impact historic resources.

The appellant also states that because the project is in a High Fire Hazard Area and the existing
roads are non-conforming to today’s Fire Requirements, that the project could present a
substantial cumulative risk to life and property from wildfires. Please see subsection V.B.
“Ingress/Egress” above for a detailed discussion of fire hazard issues. As discussed in
subsection V.B., the City of Santa Barbara Fire Department has reviewed and approved the
proposed project and determined that the new construction will comply with fire construction
requirements. Currently, the existing accessory building on the property does not meet fire
access standards because of its distance from the end of Greenridge Lane, the type of
construction and landscaping materials and the lack of a fire sprinkler system. Therefore, the
proposed project (which would remove all existing improvements) would provide a substantial
net increase in level of fire safety from existing conditions on the site. The Fire Department
has also determined that the access road to the property (Greenridge Lane) is wide enough for
City fire engines and provides an adequate level of access for all of the existing and proposed
development along the road because the project as a whole takes a non-conforming property
and brings it into substantial conformance for fire and life safety purposes. Further, the City
has an approved evacuation plan for the area and the Fire Department has determined that the
proposed project would not impede or interfere with evacuation of the area. For these reasons,
it has been determined that the proposed project will not expose people or structures to
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires or interfere with the
implementation of an emergency evacuation plan.

In conclusion, the City’s Environmental Analyst Staff have examined the site, reviewed the
proposed plans, and examined the appellant’s concerns and has determined that the project will
not result in a project specific or cumulative significant effect on the environment due to
unusual circumstances or its location in a particularly sensitive environment. The project,
therefore, qualifies for a categorical exemption from further environmental review pursuant to
the California Environmental Quality Guidelines Section 15303 New Construction.

Failure to Adopt Thresholds of Significance. The appellant states that the City Staff is
applying thresholds to projects without having an adopted set of thresholds. CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.7 encourages, does not require, public agencies to develop and publish
thresholds of significance. The City has developed thresholds over the years that are reflected
in standard language in Initial Studies prepared by the City. These thresholds are based on
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, State and Federal policies and laws, and the City’s
Master Environmental Assessment, General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and other resource
specific policy documents approved by the City Council.

D. THE GOOD NEIGHBORHOOD POLICY WAS NOT INSTITUTED

Appellant’s Contention: The appellant states that the applicant has not followed the Good
Neighborhood Policies by not installing story poles.
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Staff’s Response: Neighboring residents have expressed concerns about the proposed project’s
effects on their private views. The applicant has been directed to install story poles by the
Single Family Design Board and by Staff. The story poles must be installed to the Standard
Level prior to returning to the SFDB. This appeal is for the approval of the Performance
Standard Permit. Architecture, design and neighborhood compatibility are not findings that are
required by the SHO to approve a PSP. Therefore, the appropriate opportunity for the story
poles has not yet been reached. This project will not return to the Single Family Design Board,
nor will it receive a Project Design Approval, until story poles have been installed.

VI. FINDINGS

The Planning Commission finds the following:

PERFORMANCE STANDARD PERMIT (SBMC 28.93.030)

The Performance Standard Permit complies with all standards of SBMC 28.93.030.E, including
adequate lot area for two residential units with associated existing accessory space, and
adequate ingress and egress for each residence. Based on the discussions in Sections V.B and
C of this Staff Report, the Planning Commission concludes there is adequate ingress and egress
to the project site for day-to-day and emergency use. The project is located on a 31,584 square
foot lot of which is more than the minimum lot size required for an Additional Dwelling Unit in
the E-1 zone district, as described in Sections III. and IV of this Staff Report. The new
structures will comply with all ordinance standards of the E-1 Zone including height and
setbacks, parking and open yard, as described in Section IV.

Exhibits: : 4\
Appellant’s Letter dated February 7, 2011 — Acttochvec ‘o CATR A/\’/\'Uf/hme‘/\ l: S
Fire Department Letter dated January 11, 2011

Survey documentation

SHO Staff Report dated January 19, 2011

SHO Resolution No. 002-11

SHO Minutes dated January 26, 2011

Site Plan

Q@EmYuawy>



City of Santa Barbara

Fire Department www.ci.santa-barbara.ca.us

January 11, 2011

Tom and Barbara Sanborn
1233 Mission Ridge Road
Santa Barbara, CA 93103

Administration

Subject: Proposed Development at 1233 Mission Ridge Road, MST2010-00186

Fire Prevention/ Dear Tom and Barbara Sanborn,

Public Education
This letter shall serve for all interested and concerned parties as documentation that |
have reviewed the conceptually proposed development for the above project on several
occasions. During the early reviews | have made suggestions to improve emergency
access and provided input for current Fire Code requirements. As of the date of this
letter those suggestions and comments have been addressed to my satisfaction.

This proposal will relocate the guest house to within Fire Department access standards,
which is currently not the case. The current main house, as will the proposed main
house, is within Fire Department access standards. All of the new proposed structures
will be designed and constructed to current High Fire construction requirements and will
be provided with automatic fire sprinkler systems. The current landscaping meets, and
in some cases exceeds High Fire Defensible Space requirements. The new project will
be required to meet current High Fire Landscape Guidelines and Defensible Space
requirements.

Based on the above mentioned conditions this proposal will provide a higher degree of
fire safety for the property owners and the surrounding residence. As currently proposed
this project is approved by the Fire Department.

Sincerely,

Jim Austin, Fire Inspector lll/Investigator

Cc: Mark Shields, Design Arc

EXHIBIT B






TRACT NAME: SANBORN SANTA BARBARA LOT
DESCRIPTION: LOT CLOSURE FROM LEGAL DESCRIPTION
DISTANCE UNITS: Feet
POINT OF BEGINNING:

N=5000.00000', E=5000.00000"

WILSEYI‘!
HAMER

ENGINEERING E PLANNING B SURVEYING

TYPE DIRECTION DISTANCE NORTHING EASTING DESCRIFPTION
LINE N 83°41'10" W 90.00' 5009.89777° 4910.54591°
LINE N 74°24'30" W 88.01°' 5033.55308" 4825.77453°*
LINE N 06°19°00™ E 192.00° 5224.38744" 4846.89903"
LINE 8 68°26'30" E 183.28° 5157.04152" 5017.35749'
LINE S 06°18°'50" ® 158.00°" 4999.99989° 4999.98140°'

Area: 31,584.55 Sq.
Perimeter: 711.29"
Closing line: N B9°40°35" E,
Exror in closure: 1:38235

Feet, 0.725 Acres (Un-balanced)

0.02°

393 Vintage Park Dive a Suite 100 = Foster City, CA 94404 a 650 / 349-2151 @ Fax: 650 / 345-4921
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Macomber Surveying

4023 Primavera Rd #B

Santa Barbara, Ca. 93110

phone 805 967-9226

fax 805 681-9158 date: June 4, 2010

To: Tom Sanborn

RE: Topography Map

Tom:

Per your request.

The area of the lot was determined by record bearing and distance for the boundaries of the lot as
shown for Lot 3, Book 28, Page 85, Record of Surveys filed in August, 1947. Area = 31854 sq. ft.

The average slope was determined by using the formula from the city code, $=.00229 [L/A. S =8.94
% .

A = lot size in acres 31584/43560=.725
| = Contour interval = 2 ft.

L = Length of contours = 1415.77

S = Average slope

No. 4817
Exp. 9-30-20/0

Yours truly,

acomber, LS 4817




Macomber Surveying

4023 Primavera Rd #B

Santa Barbara, Ca. 93110

phone 805 967-9226

fax 805 681-9158 date: Oct. 11, 2010

To: Tom Sanborn

RE: Topography Map

Tom:

Per your request. This is a letter to correct a typo in a letter dated June 4, 2010. The
Area is = 31584 not 31854 sq. ft. as stated in the previous letter.

The area of the lot was determined by record bearing and distance for the boundaries
of the lot as shown for Lot 3, Book 28, Page 85, Record of Surveys filed in August,
1947. Area = 31584 sq. ft.

The average slope was determined by using the formula from the city code, S=.00229
IL/A. S=8.94 %

A = lot size in acres 31584/43560=.725
| = Contour interval = 2 ft.

L = Length of contours = 1415.77

S = Average slope

Yours truly,

Archie L. Macomber, LS 4817
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January 10, 2011 Job # 11338

Tom and Barbara Sanborn
1233 Mission Ridge Road
Santa Barbara, Ca.93101

Subject: 1233 Mission Ridge Road

In accordance with your request we calculated the average slope of subject parcel as
9.18%. The calculation was based on the field survey prepared by Macomber Surveying
performed in 2010. We used the methodology per City Municipal Code Section
28.15.080. Lot Area was calculated as 31,584.62 Sq. Ft (0.725 acres).

Please call if we can be of further assistance at this time.

Sincerely,

1518 BATH ST. RCE 38168
SANTA BARBARA, CA 93101 (805) 966-2259

(FAX) (805) 966-3800



' City of Santa Barbara

California

STAFF HEARING OFFICER
STAFF REPORT

REPORT DATE: January 19, 2011
AGENDA DATE: January 26, 2011
PROJECT ADDRESS: 1233 Mission Ridge Road (MST2011-000186)
TO: Staff Hearing Officer
FROM: Planning Division, (805) 564- 5470
Danny Kato, Senior Planner
Kelly Brodison, Assistant Planne %?&)
I PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The project consists of a proposal to demolish the existing residence, accessory building, and
detached garage totaling 2,847 square feet, and to construct two new single-family residences
on a 31,584 square foot lot in the Hillside Design District. The proposal includes Unit 1 as a
3,796 square foot two-story single-family residence with an attached 407 square foot two-car
garage, 192 square foot workshop, 674 square foot covered patio, 50 square foot second-story
deck, pool, spa, hardscape and retaining walls. Unit 2 is proposed as a detached, 920 square
foot one-story additional dwelling unit, with a 459 square foot two-car garage and a 125 square
foot storage area that are attached to Unit 1. The discretionary application required for this
project is a Performance Standard Permit to permit an additional one-family dwelling on a one-
family residentially zoned lot (SBMC 28.93.2030.
II. RECOMMENDATION

The proposed project conforms to the City’s Zoning and Building Ordinances and policies of
the General Plan. In addition, the size and massing of the project have been reviewed by Staff
and conceptually reviewed by the Single Family Design Board and have been found to be
consistent with the surrounding neighborhood. Therefore, Staff recommends that the Staff
Hearing Officer approve the project.

EXHIBIT D



STAFF HEARING OFFICER STAFF REPORT
1233 MissION RIDGE ROAD (2010-00186)
JANUARY 19,2011

PAGE 2

III. SITE INFORMATION AND PROJECT STATISTICS

A. SITE INFORMATION
Applicant: Mark Shields, Design Arc Property Owner: Thomas and Barbara Sanborn
Parcel Number: 019-231-007 Lot Area: 31,584 square feet
General Plan: Residential, 1 unit/acre Zoning: E-1
Existing Use: Residential Topography: 8.94%
Adjacent Land Uses:
North - Residential East - Residential
South - Residential West - Residential

- B. PROJECT STATISTICS

Main Residence Additional Dwelling Unit
Living Area 3,796 920
Garage 407 459
Accessory Space 192 125
C. PROPOSED LOT AREA COVERAGE

Building: 5,899 sf 19% Hardscape: 8,070 sf 25.5%  Landscape: 17,615 sf 55.5%

IV. ZONING ORDINANCE CONSISTENCY

Standard Requirement/ Allowance Existing Proposed
Setbacks
-Front 30 >30° 30
-Interior 10 : >10° 10°
Building Height 30 1 story 24’
Parking 4 2 4
Lot Area Required
for Each Unit 15,000 sf 31,584 sf No change
Open Yard 1,250 sf >1,250 sf >1,250 sf

The proposed structures meet all of the current zoning requirements.
A. PERFORMANCE STANDARD PERMIT FOR ADDITIONAL DWELLING UNIT

Chapter 28.93 of the Municipal Code provides opportunity for additional dwelling units on
single family lots through the approval of a Performance Standard Permit (PSP). The criteria



STAFF HEARING OFFICER STAFF REPORT
1233 MissION RIDGE ROAD (2010-00186)
JANUARY 19, 2011
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for granting a PSP require that there be adequate lot area, egress and ingress, and that the
location of the additional dwelling complies with all applicable ordinances.

The subject property is zoned E-1, with an average overall slope of 8.94%, which requires a
minimum lot area of 15,000 square feet per unit. This 31,584 square foot property provides
adequate lot area for two residences. Access to the lot and ingress/egress to each unit will be
provided by the existing driveway off of Greenridge Lane. The location of both proposed
residential units conforms to the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance, as shown in the table
above.

DISCUSSION

A. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The proposed project would not block views of the ocean or mountains from important public
viewing locations. While the project will change private views for a few of the adjacent
residences, important scenic views and vistas of the larger community will not be impacted.
The proposed project retains existing mature oak trees on the property, involves minimal
grading, and is located in an area already fully developed with single family residences. The
project, therefore, will not substantially degrade the visual character or quality of the site or
significantly adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. The City’s Urban Historian
has reviewed the project site and has determined that the existing residence on the site would
not qualify as a Structure of Merit or Landmark and therefore, would not need further analysis
in a Historic Structures Report. Staff and the Environmental Analyst have examined the site
and reviewed the proposed plans, and have determined that the project will not result in a
significant effect on the environment. Therefore the project has been determined to be exempt
from further environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality
Guidelines Section 15303 New Construction.

B. DESIGN REVIEW

This project was reviewed by Single Family Design Board (SFDB) on three occasions and
meeting minutes are attached as Exhibit C. At the first meeting on July 19, 2010, the SFDB
requested that the applicant reduce the square footage as well as size, bulk, and scale, and lower
the ridge height. The main residence was proposed to be 143% of the FAR guidelines, and the
Additional Dwelling Unit was proposed to be 32% of the FAR guidelines. Although maximum
FARs are not applied as requirements for lots greater than 15,000 square feet in size, the Board
felt that the overall size of the proposed main residence was excessive for this lot. However the
Board stated that the Performance Standard Permit was supportable.

The project returned to the SFDB for a second time on August 30, 2010. The applicant
responded to comments from the Board and concerns from the adjacent neighbors by lowering
the ridge heights of the main structure and reducing the overall square footage. The main
structure was also moved two feet to the north in order to address privacy concerns from the
adjacent neighbor to the south. The Board appreciated the overall design however, stated the
project could be further reduced in size.



STAFF HEARING OFFICER STAFF REPORT
1233 MISSION RIDGE ROAD (2010-00186)
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When the project returned for its third review on November 22, 2010, the Board expressed their
appreciation for the quality and style of architecture and stated that the project is well
integrated with the lot. The applicant had reduced the size of the main house so that it is at
99% of the maximum guideline FAR, and the Additional Dwelling Unit was increased slightly
to be 34% of the maximum guideline FAR. The Board was satisfied with this reduction in
square footage. The project was continued with positive comments to the Staff Hearing Officer
for review of the Performance Standard Permit. The Board requested that subsequent to the
SHO review, and prior to returning to the SFDB, story poles be installed to the Standard Level
as described in the Single Family Design Board Guidelines. The overall project design will
continue to be reviewed by the Single Family Design Board.

VI. FINDINGS
The Staff Hearing Officer finds the following:
A. PERFORMANCE STANDARD PERMIT (SBMC 28.93.030)
The Staff Hearing Officer finds that the Performance Standard Permit complies with all
standards of SBMC 28.93.030.E, including adequate lot area for two residential units, with
associated existing accessory space, and adequate ingress and egress for each residence. The
Additional Dwelling Unit has adequate ingress and egress, complies with all ordinance
standards including height and setbacks, and is located on a lot of adequate size for an
Additional Dwelling Unit in the E-1 zone district, as described in Section IV of the staff report.

Exhibits:

A. Site Plan

B. Applicant's letter, dated December 2, 2010

C. SFDB Minutes

QAPLAN\SHO\SHO Staff Reports\201 | Staff Reports\201 1-01-26_ltem_-_1233_Mission_Ridge_Report.doc
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Tom and Barbara Sanborn

1233 Mission Ridge Rd Home/Fax 805 845-8338
Santa Barbara, CA 93103 Office 805-845-6522

tsanborn@pacbell.net

December 2, 2010

Staff Hearing Officer

City of Santa Barbara

P.O. Box 1990

Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990

TN {;:\‘ﬁ

Re: Performance Standard Permit, 1233 Mission Ridge Road; APN 019-231-007; E-1

Dear Staff Hearing Officer:

The following summary is provided for the above referenced property:

1.

2.

3.

Proposal to demolish the existing residence, a secondary residence and a detached
garage totaling 2,847 square feet and construct two new single-family residences on a
31,584 square foot lot with an average overall slope of 8.9% in the Hillside Design
District. The proposal includes Residential Unit 1 as a 3,796 square foot two story
single-family residence with an attached 407 square foot garage, attached 192 square
foot workshop, 674 square feet of covered patio, 50 square feet of covered second story
deck, pool, spa, hardscape and retaining walls. Residential Unit 2 is a proposed 920
square foot one-story residential unit with a 459 square foot detached two car garage
and 125 square foot storage area. The proposed total of 4,395 square feet for
Residential Unit 1 is 99.9% of the Design Guideline FAR. The proposed total of the 1,504
square feet for Residential Unit 2 is 34% of the Design Guideline FAR.

The subject property and design proposal meet the standards for an additional dwelling
as provided by Chapter 28.93 of the City's Zoning Ordinance (Performance Standard

Permits) Section 28.93.030 Paragraph E. (Additional Dwelling Units). The subject
property, zoned E-1 is 31,584 square feet with an overall slope of 8.9%. The property
has adequate ingress and egress.

No modifications of the proposed design are requested or currently required.



4. The property currently has two permitted, non-conforming structures; a secondary
residence and a detached garage. The second residence was permitted and constructed
as a two bedroom, two bath unit in the late 1940s. It encroaches five feet into the site’s
ten foot side yard setback and is considered non-conforming. The existing two car
garage is sited within a foot of the southerly and westerly property lines and is also
considered non-conforming. The removal of these two structures and the construction
of the new one-bedroom, two-bath Residential Unit 2 and garage will remove existing
encroachments, expand view sheds, help integrate and feature the mature oaks on the
site, increase privacy for our neighbors, improve access in the event of fire or other
emergencies and bring all structures on the site into conformance with current codes
and standards. The Single Family Design Board on July 19" reviewed the overall
conceptual plans and made separate motions to support the proposed additional
dwelling unit and the proposed entry portal/ motor court configuration. The Board met
on November 22" and again strongly supported the current conceptual design and
released it for consideration by the Staff Hearing Officer with a 7-0 vote.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Thomas H. Sanborn



SINGLE FAMILY DESIGN BOARD
CASE SUMMARY

1233 MISSION RIDGE RD MST2010-00186

R- 2 SFR Page: 1

Project Description:

This is a revised project description. Proposal to demolish the existing residence, accessory building, and
detached garage totaling 2,847 square feet and construct two new single-family residences on a 31,584
square foot lot in the Hillside Design District. The proposal includes Unit 1 as a 3,796 square foot two-story
single-family residence with an attached 407 square foot two-car garage, 192 square foot workshop, 674
square foot covered patio, 50 square foot second-story deck, pool, spa, hardscape and retaining walls. Unit
2 is proposed as a 920 square foot one-story additional dwelling unit with a 459 square foot two-car garage
and a 125 square foot storage area attached to the main house. Staff Hearing Officer approval of a
Performance Standard Permit is requested to allow an additional dwelling unit per SBMC 28.93.030.E. The
proposed total of 4,395 square feet for Unit 1 is 99.9% of the maximum guideline floor to lot area ratio. The
proposed total of 1,504 square feet for Unit 2 is 34% of the maximum guideline floor to lot area ratio.

Activities:

11/22/2010 SFDB-Concept Review (Cont.)

(Third concept review. Comments only; project requires Environmental Assessment and Staff Hearing
Officer review of a Performance Standard Permit.)

Actual time: 3:31
Present: Marc Shields, Architect; Tom and Barbara Sanborn, Owners.

Public comment opened at 3:48 p.m.

Marc Chytilo, opposed.: requested story poles; had issues with mass, bulk, and scale.

Judy Denenholz, opposed: requested applicants follow the good neighbor workshop process; requested
story poles.

Keith Rivera, representing neighbors to immediate south: addressed privacy impacts, requested story
poles demonstrating window toward neighbors open space.

Beverly Johnson Trial, opposed: requested a new survey.

Beverly Johnson Trial for Allan Trial: opposed: addressed floor area ratio concerns.

Sara Lytle, in favor of the project, nice addition to the Riviera neighborhood.

Larame Greene, in support of the project; massing is appropriate.

A letter of concern from Paula Westbury was acknowledged.

Public comment was closed at 4:02 p.m.

W:\Reports\MST SFDB Summary.rpt — January 19,2011



1233 MISSION RIDGE RD MST2010-00186

R- 2 SFR Page: 2

Activities:

Motion:  Continued indefinitely Staff Hearing Officer with the following comments:

1) The Board has given the applicant the option to either return to the Full Board after Story poles are
installed, or proceed to the Staff Hearing Officer and then return to the Full Board. The Board requests
story poles to be installed prior to returning to the full board.

2) The Board compliments and appreciates the applicant's reduction in square footage and the quality
of architecture.

3) The quality and style of architecture are well integrated with lot; the alcove/portal entry to the
garage is well executed.

Action: Miller/Woolery, 7/0/0. Motion carried.

11/15/2010 SFDB-Resubmittal Received

concept continued.

8/30/2010 SFDB-Concept Review (Cont.)

(Second concept review. Comments only; project requires Environmental Assessment and Staff Hearing
Officer review of a Performance Standard Permit.)

Actual time:  6:02
Present: Mark Shields, Architect; Bruce Bartlett, Designer; Mr. and Mrs. Sanborn, Owners.

Ms. Bedard, Planning Technician provided staff comments and remained available to respond to
questions from the Board. The applicant submitted four public comment letters in support of the project.

Public comment was opened at 6:22 p.m.

Greg Baranoff: addressed potential second unit, concerned about square footage.

Marc Chytilo, representing Judy Denenholtz: concerned about project size and west wall massing.
Beverly Johnson Trial: concerned about kitchen, lack of screen trees, and loss of views.

Alain Trial: concerned that architecture is contrary to guidelines.

Dan Gainey, neighbor: concerned about loss of privacy.

Keith Rivera: representing Mr. and Mrs. Gainey: concerned about loss of privacy, requested 3-D model.
Katie O'Rielly Rogers: representing Mr. and Mrs. Gainey: concerned about privacy issues, project size.
A letter in opposition from Paula Westbury was acknowledged.

Public comment was closed at 6:43 p.m.
Motion:  Continued indefinitely to the Full Board with the comment to significantly reduce the square

footage.
Action: Bernstein/Miller, 6/0/1. Motion carried. (Carroll abstained.)

8/23/2010 SFDB-Resubmittal Received

3 sets of plans + resubmittal forjm

W:\Reports\MST SFDB Summary.rpt Date Printed: January 19, 2011



1233 MISSION RIDGE RD MST2010-00186

R- 2 SFR Page: 3

Activities:

7/19/2010 SFDB-Concept Review (New) - PH

(Comments only; project requires environmental assessment and Staff Hearing Officer review of a
Performance Standard Permit.)

Actual time: 6:16

Present: Bruce Bartlet, Architect, DesignARC,; Mark Shields, Designer; Tom and Barbara Sandborn,
Owners.

Public comment was opened at 6:34 p.m.

Judy Denenholz: opposed to the large size; concerned about fire truck access and neighborhood
incompatibility.

Dan Gainey, neighbor: opposed to the loss of privacy.

Greg Baranoff: concerned about loss of views and the large size.

Beverly Johnson Trial: opposed to the large house on a small lot; read a letter from Jim Knight who
urged the Board to adhere to the NPO, SFR and Hillside guidelines.

Public comment was closed at 6:52 p.m.

Seven letter expressing opposition or concerns from David and Judy Denenholz, Edith Baranoff, Alain
Trial, Jim Knight, Charles Joyce Wright, Frank and Gina Meyers, and Paula Westbury were
acknowledged. A letter in support containing 23 signatures was acknowledged. Four additional letters
in support from Mary Lou Fahy, Bill Freudenberg & Sarah Stewart, Laurel G. Phillips, and Glen &
Dorothy Dyruff were submitted by the applicant.

Motion:  Continued four weeks to the Full Board with the following comments:

1) Study reducing the square footage as well as size, bulk, and scale.

2) Study lowering the ridge height.

3) Provide supporting information about impacts of the house on the neighborhood. Consider installing
story poles. Provide a site section through the property.

4) Provide an arborist report for the existing Oak trees near the house.

5) Provide additional information for landscaping along western property line.

6) The performance standard permit is supportable because there is an existing guest house.

7) The front entry portal design is appreciated.

Action: Woolery/Bernstein, 7/0/0. Motion carried.

7/6/2010 SFDB-Concept Review (New) - PH

(Comments only; project requires environmental assessment and Staff Hearing Officer review of a
Performance Standard Permit.)

Postponed two weeks at the applicant's request.

W:\Reports\MST SFDB Summary.rpt Date Printed: January 19, 2011






City of Santa Barbara
California

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA STAFF HEARING OFFICER

RESOLUTION NO. 002-11
1233 MISSION RIDGE ROAD
PERFORMANCE STANDARD PERMIT
JANUARY 26,2011

APPLICATION OF MARK SHIELDS OF DESIGN ARC, ARCHITECT FOR THOMAS AND
BARBARA SANBORN, PROPERTY OWNERS, 1233 MISSION RIDGE ROAD,
APN 019-231-007, E-1 ONE_FAMILY RESIDENCE ZONE, GENERAL PLAN
DESIGNATION: RESIDENTIAL 1 UNIT PER ACRE (MST2010-00186)
Proposal to demolish the existing residence, accessory building, and detached garage totaling 2,847
square feet and construct two new single-family residences on a 31,584 square foot lot in the Hillside
Design District. The proposal includes Unit 1 as a 3,796 square foot two-story single-family residence
with an attached 407 square foot two-car garage, 192 square foot workshop, 674 square foot covered
patio, 50 square foot second-story deck, pool, spa, hardscape and retaining walls. Unit 2 is proposed as
a 920 square foot one-story additional dwelling unit with a 459 square foot two-car garage and a 125
square foot storage area attached to the main house. The proposed total of 4,395 square feet for Unit 1
is 99.9% of the maximum guideline floor to lot area ratio. The proposed total of 1,504 square et for
- Unit 2 is 34% of the maximum guideline floor to lot area ratio. The discretionary application required
for this project is a Performance Standard Permit to permit an additional dwelling on a one-family
residentially zoned lot (SBMC § 28.93.030.E). The Environmental Analyst has determined that the

project is exempt from further environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality
Guidelines Section 15303.

WHEREAS, the Staff Hearing Officer has held the required public hearing on the above
application, and the Applicant was present.

WHEREAS, 1 person appeared to speak in favor of the application, and 5 people appeared to
speak in opposition thereto, and the following exhibits were presented for the record:

1. Staff Report with Attachments, January 19, 2011.
2. Site Plans
3. Correspondence received in support of the project:
a.  Laurel G. Phillips, 1214 High Ridge Road, Santa Barbara, CA 93103,

b. Glen and Dorothy Dyruff, 1234 Mission Ridge Road, Santa Barbara, CA
93103,

c. Mary Lou Fahy, 1219 High Ridge Road, Santa Barbara, CA 93103,

d. Bill Freudenburg and Sarah Stewart, 1235 Mission Ridge Road, Santa
Barbara, CA 93103,

4. Correspondence received in opposition to the project:
a. Keith Rivera, 339 Woodley Court, Santa Barbara, CA 93105.
b. Dan and Diane Gainey, 817 Arbolado Road, Santa Barbara, CA 93103.

EXHIBIT E




STAFF HEARING OFFICER RESOLUTION NO. 002-10
1233 MissioN RIDGE ROAD
JANUARY 26, 2011
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II.

c. Marc Chytilo, P.O. Box 92233, Santa Barbara, CA 93190.

Judy and David Denenholtz, 1225 Mission Ridge Road, Santa Barbara,
CA 93103.

€. Beverly Johnson Trial, 1218 High Ridge Lane, Santa Barbara, CA
93103.

f. Alain Trial, 1218 High Ridge Lane, Santa Barbara, CA 93103.
g. Beth Ford, 314 Elizabeth Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93103.

h. Frank and Gina Meyers, 1229 Mission Ridge Road, Santa Barbara, CA
93103. -

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the City Staff Hearing Officer:

Approved the Performance Standard Permit, making findings that the Performance Standard
Permit complies with all standards of SBMC 28.93.030.E, including adequate lot area for two
residential units, with associated existing accessory space, and adequate ingress and egress for
each residence. The Additional Dwelling Unit has adequate ingress and egress, complies with
all ordinance standards including height and setbacks, and is located on a lot of adequate size

for an Additional Dwelling Unit in the E-1 zone district, as described in Section IV of the Staff
Report.

Said approval is subject to the following conditions

A.

The two existing oak trees (20” and 24”) on the east side of the property shall be
preserved, protected, and maintained. The recommendations for tree protection during
construction, including the suggested changes to the plans included in the body of the
arborist letter report from Westree dated August 12, 2010, shall be incorporated into the

project and included in any plans submitted for a building permit associated with this
project.

Construction vehicle/ equipment/ materials storage and staging shall be done on-site.
No parking or storage shall be permitted within the public right-of-way or Greenridge
Lane, unless specifically permitted by the Transportation Manager with a Public Works
permit.

During construction, free parking spaces for construction workers shall be provided on-
site or off-site in a location subject to the approval of the Transportation Manager.

This motion was passed and adopted on the 26 day of January, 2011 by the Staff Hearing
Officer of the City of Santa Barbara.
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I hereby certify that this Resolution correctly reflects the action taken by the City of Santa
Barbara Staff Hearing Officer at its meeting of the above date.

2 Gl rne o | Y,

Kathleen Goo, Staff Hearing Officer Secretary Date
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PLEASE BE ADVISED:

L. This action of the Staff Hearing Officer can be appealed fo the Planning Commission or the

City Council within ten (10) days after the date the action was taken by the Staff Hearing
Officer.

2. If the scope of work exceeds the extent described in the Modification request or that which was

represented to the Staff Hearing Officer at the public hearing, it may render the Staff Hearing
Officer approval null and void.

3. If you have any existing zoning violations on the property, other than those included in the
conditions above, they must be corrected within thirty (30) days of this action.

4, Subsequent to the outcome of any appeal action your next administrative step should be to
apply for Single Family Design Board (SFDB) approval and then a building permit.

5. PLEASE NOTE: A copy of this resolution shall he reproduced on the first sheet of the
drawings submitted with the application for a building permit. The location, size and
design of the construction proposed in the application for the building permit shall not deviate
from the location, size and design of construction approved in this modification.

6. NOTICE OF APPROVAL TIME LimiTs: The Staff Hearing Officer’s action approving the

Performance Standard Permit shall expire two (2) years from the date of the approval, per
SBMC §28.87.360, unless:

a. A building permit for the construction authorized by the approval is issued within
twenty four months of the approval. (An extension may be granted by the Staff Hearing

Officer if the construction authorized by the permit is being diligently pursued to
completion.) or; '

b. The approved use has been discontinued, abandoned or unused for a period of six
months following the earlier of: :

1. an Issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for the use, or;

ii. one (1) year from granting the approval.




Staff Hearing Officer Minutes
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The ten calendar day appeal period to the Planning Commission was announced and
is subject to suspension for review by the Planning Commission.

ACTUAL TIME: 9:18 A.M.

B.

APPLICATION OF MARK SHIELDS OF DESIGN ARC, ARCHITECT FOR
THOMAS AND BARBARA _SANBORN., PROPERTY OWNERS,
1233 MISSION RIDGE ROAD, APN 019-231-007, E-1 ONE FAMILY
RESIDENCE ZONE, GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: RESIDENTIAL 1
UNIT PER ACRE (MST2010-00186)

Proposal to demolish the existing residence, accessory building, and detached garage
totaling 2,847 square feet and construct two new single-family residences on a
31,584 square foot lot in the Hillside Design District. The proposal includes Unit 1
as a 3,796 square foot two-story single-family residence with an attached 407 square
foot two-car garage, 192 square foot workshop, 674 square foot covered patio, 50
square foot second-story deck, pool, spa, hardscape and retaining walls. Unit 2 is
proposed as a 920 square foot one-story additional dwelling unit with a 459 square
foot two-car garage and a 125 square foot storage area attached to the main house.
The proposed total of 4,395 square feet for Unit 1 is 99.9% of the maximum
guideline floor to lot area ratio. The proposed total of 1,504 square feet for Unit 2 is
34% of the maximum guideline floor to lot area ratio.

The discretionary application required for this project is a Performance Standard
Permit to permit an additional dwelling on a one-family residentially zoned lot
(SBMC § 28.93.030.E).

The Environmental Analyst has determined that the project is exempt from further
environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Guidelines
Section 15303.

Case Planner: Kelly Brodison, Assistant Planner

Present: Mark Shields, Architect; and Thomas and Barbara Sanborn, Owners.

Ms. Reardon announced that she read the Staff Report for the proposed project and
also visited the site and surrounding neighborhood.

Kelly Brodison, Assistant Planner, gave the Staff presentation and recommendation,
and announced a correction to the staff report in the correct maximum height of the
building to be 29 feet, 6-inches, and not 24 feet as stated in Section IV, of the staff
report.

The Public Hearing was opened at 9:41 a.m.

The following people spoke in opposition or with concerns regarding the proposed
project:
1. Keith Rivera (neighbor to and agent for Dan & Diane Gainey) requested that
the pending story poles address second-floor window locations in order to
further address potential neighborhood privacy impacts.

EXHIBIT F
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2. Beverly Johnson Trial (northerly neighbor — also submitted and read letter
from husband Alan Trial), requested a delay in review of the proposed
project until pending installation of story poles, and spoke of concemns of
negative impacts to neighborhood density.

3. Beth Ford (with two submitted photos), spoke of concerns of density impacts
and the existing difficulty for safe ingress and egress.

4. Marc Chytilo spoke of concerns of inadequate safe emergency access in the
High Fire area of the proposed project, inadequate safe ingress and egress,
negative neighborhood impact and compatibility issues, massing FAR
calculations, and massing of the motor court.

5. Judy Denenholz, spoke of concerns regarding the inadequate size of the lot
to support two structures, large FAR calculations, and negative
neighborhood impacts.

Laurel Phillips spoke in support of the proposed project, and commented on the
beauty of the proposed project and the patience of the owners.

Various public correspondence letters and one petition in support were submitted by
Thomas Sanborn (from Laurel Phillips, Glen and Dorothy Dyruff, Mary Lou Fahy,
Bill Freudenburg and Sarah Stewart).

Letters in opposition were acknowledged from Dan and Diane Gainey and Marc
Chytilo (agent for Judy and David Denenholtz).

The Public Hearing was closed at 10:00 a.m.

Jim Austin, Fire Inspector Ill/Investigator, stated that he did not have specific reports
from fire crews of any difficulty of ingress or egress to Greenridge Lane, and that his
assessment on the high fire safety of the existing structures and site and the proposed
structures and new landscaping is that the project improves the existing situation.

Melissa Hetrick, Environmental Analyst/Project Planner, spoke on the project’s
CEQA categorical exemption requirements.

Ms. Brodison clarified the FAR calculations and the surveys conducted to confirm
those calculations.

Ms. Reardon clarified with the applicant the intent to include tree protection
measures during construction and discussed potential conditions of approval. The
applicant expressed agreement with the proposed conditions of approval.

ACTION: Assigned Resolution No. 002-11
Approved the Performance Standard Permit making the findings outlined in the
written Staff Report dated January 19, 2011.
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Said approval is subject to the following conditions:

A.

The two existing oak trees (20 and 24”) on the east side of the property
shall be preserved, protected, and maintained. The recommendations for tree
protection during construction, including the suggested changes to the plans
included in the body of the arborist letter report from Westree dated August
12, 2010, shall be incorporated into the project and included in any plans
submitted for a building permit associated with this project.

Construction vehicle/ equipment/ materials storage and staging shall be
done on-site. No parking or storage shall be permitted within the public
right-of-way or Greenridge Lane, unless specifically permitted by the
Transportation Manager with a Public Works permit.

During construction, free parking spaces for construction workers shall be
provided on-site or off-site in a location subject to the approval of the
Transportation Manager.

The ten calendar day appeal period to the Planning Commission was announced and
is subject to suspension for review by the Planning Commission.

ACTION: (10:19 a.m.)
A five minute break was called to give the applicant of Item A, 2849 Verde Vista
Drive time to return to the Public Hearing.

III. ADJOURNMENT

Ms. Reardon adjourned the meeting at 10:43 a.m.

Submitted by,

Kathleen Goo, Staff Hearing Officer Secretary
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C. Comments from members of the public pertaining to items not on this agenda.

Chair Jostes opened the public hearing at 1:09 P.M. and, with no one wishing to
speak, closed the hearing.

STAFF HEARING OFFICER APPEAL:

ACTUAL TIME: 1:09 P.M.

RECUSALS: To avoid any actual or perceived conflict of interest, Commissioner Bartlett
recused himself from hearing this item due to his architectural firm representing the
Applicant.

Commissioner Bartlett left the dais at 1:10 P.M. and did not return.
Comrhissioner Jacobs arrived at 1:10 P.M.

APPEAL BY MARC CHYTILO, AGENT FOR JUDY AND DAVID
DENENHOLTZ. OF THE STAFF HEARING OFFICER’S APPROVAL OF THE
APPLICATION OF MARK SHIELDS OF DESIGN ARC, ARCHITECT FOR
THOMAS AND BARBARA SANBORN, PROPERTY OWNERS,
1233 MISSION RIDGE ROAD, APN 019-231-007, E-1 ONE FAMILY RESIDENCE
ZONE, GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: RESIDENTIAL 1 UNIT PER ACRE
(MST2010-00186)

Proposal to demolish the existing residence, accessory building, and detached garage
totaling 2,847 square feet, and construct a new single-family residence and an Additional
Dwelling Unit on a 31,584 square foot lot in the Hillside Design District. The new single
family dwelling is proposed as a 3,796 square foot two-story single-family residence with an
attached 407 square foot two-car garage, 192 square foot workshop, 674 square foot covered
patio, 50 square foot second-story deck, pool, spa, hardscape and retaining walls. The
Additional Dwelling Unit is proposed as a 920 square foot one-story additional dwelling
unit, with a 459 square foot two-car garage and a 125 square foot storage area attached to
the main house. The discretionary application required for this project are a Performance
Standard Permit to permit an additional dwelling on a one-family residentially zoned lot
(SBMC § 28.93.030.E).

This project was approved by the Staff Hearing Office on January 26, 2011 and
appealed on February 7, 2011.

Case Planner: Kelly Brodison, Assistant Planner
Email: KBrodison@SantaBarbaraCA.gov Phone: 805-564-5470, ext. 4531

Kelly Brodison, Assistant Planner, gave the Staff presentation. Joining Ms. Brodison were
Joe Poire, Santa Barbara City Fire Marshall, Jim Austin, Santa Barbara City Fire Inspector;
Melissa Hetrick, Environmental Analyst; and Susan Reardon, Staff Hearing Officer, who
made themselves available to answer any Planning Commission questions.
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Marc Chytilo, representing Judy and David Denenholtz, gave the Appellant presentation.

Mark Shields, Architect, gave the Applicant presentation, joined by the Applicants Thomas
and Barbara Sanborn.

Chair Jostes opened the public hearing at 1:55 P.M.

Paul Zink, Single Family Design Board Member (SFDB), summarized SFDB’s review of
the size, bulk, and scale of the project and recommendations made to, and accepted by the
Applicant, to mitigate public views. SFDB unanimously supports the direction the Applicant
is taking with the project.

The following people spoke in support of the appeal:

1. Judy Denenholtz: safey and fire concems.
2. Alain Trial : neighborhood incompatability, FAR, safety and fire concems, traffic.
3. Beverly Johnson Trial: potential property value impacts, view loss.

The following people spoke in opposition to the appeal and support for the project:

L. Glendon Dyruff
2. Dorothy Padilla
3. Sara Lytle

With no one else wishing to speak, the public hearing was closed at 2:09 P.M.

MOTION: Schawrtz/Jacobs Assigned Resolution No. 005-11
Deny the appeal and uphold the decision of the Staff Hearing Officer making the findings
for the Performance Standard Permit as outlined in the Staff Report subject to the conditions
of approval in Staff Hearing Officer Resolution 002-11.

This motion carried by the following vote:
Ayes: 4 Noes: 0 Abstain: 0 Absent: 3 (Bartlett, Lodge, Jordan)

Chair Jostes announced the ten calendar day appeal period.

NEW ITEM:

APPLICATION OF CALTRANS, DISTRICT 5, LOCATION: HIGHWAY 101 IN
THE VICINITY OF SALINAS ST. ON/OFF RAMPS, APN: 099-MSC-0PW, SD-3
(COASTAL) ZONE, GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: OPEN SPACE/BUFFER
(CASE# MST2004-00701) Continued to March 17, 2010.
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City of Santa Barbara
California

CITY OF SANTA BARBARA PLANNING COMMISSION

RESOLUTION NO. 005-11
1233 Mi1sSION RIDGE ROAD
PERFORMANCE STANDARD PERMIT
MARCH 10 2011

APPEAL BY MARK CHYTILO, AGENT FOR JUDY AND DAVID DENENHOLTZ, OF THE STAFF
HEARING OFFICER’S APPROVAL OF THE APPLICATION OF MARK SHIELDS OF DESIGN
ARC, ARCHITECT FOR THOMAS AND BARBARA SANBORN. PROPERTY OWNERS,
1233 MISSION RIDGE ROAD, APN 019-231-007, E-1 ONE FAMILY RESIDENCE ZONE, GENERAL
PLAN DESIGNATION: RESIDENTIAL 1 UNIT PER ACRE (MST2010-00186)

Proposal to demolish the existing residence, accessory building, and detached garage totaling 2,847 square feet,
and construct a new single-family residence and an Additional Dwelling Unit on a 31,584 square foot lot in the
Hillside Design District. The new single family dwelling is proposed as a 3,796 square foot two-story single-
family residence with an attached 407 square foot two-car garage, 192 square foot workshop, 674 square foot
covered patio, 50 square foot second-story deck, pool, spa, hardscape and retaining walls. The Additional
Dwelling Unit is proposed as a 920 square foot one-story additional dwelling unit, with a 459 square foot two-
car garage and a 125 square foot storage area attached to the main house. The discretionary application
required for this project are a Performance Standard Permit to permit an additional dwelling on a one-family
residentially zoned lot (SBMC § 28.93.030.E).

This project was approved by the Staff Hearing Office on January 26, 2011 and appealed on February 7,
2011.

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has held the required public hearing on the above application,
and the Applicant was present.

WHEREAS, 3 people appeared to speak in favor of the appeal, and 3 people appeared to speak in
opposition thereto, and the following exhibits were presented for the record:

1. Staff Report with Attachments, March 3, 2011.
2. Site Plans
3. Correspondence received in support of the appeal or with concerns:
a. Dan and Diane Gainey, Santa Barbara, CA
b. Cathie McCammon, President, Allied Neighborhoods Association
Alain Trial, via email

Paula Westbury, Santa Barbara, CA

e o

e. Beverly Johnson, via email
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4. Correspondence received in opposition to the appeal:

a. Laurel Phillips, Santa Barbara, CA
b. Mary Lou Fahy, Santa Barbara, CA
C. Sarah Stewart, Santa Barbara, CA
d. Sara Lytle and Fred Davis III, Santa Barbara, CA
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the City Planning Commission:

L Denied the appeal and upheld the decision of the Staff Hearing Officer’s approval making the following
findings and determinations subject to the conditions of approval in Staff Hearing Officer Resolution
002-11:

Performance Standard Permit (SBMC 28.93.030)

The Performance Standard Permit complies with all standards of SBMC 28.93.030.E, including
adequate lot area for two residential units with associated existing accessory space, and adequate ingress
and egress for each residence. Based on the discussions in Sections V.B and C of this Staff Report, the
Planning Commission concludes there is adequate ingress and egress to the project site for day-to-day
and emergency use. The project is located on a 31,584 square foot lot of which is more than the
minimum lot size required for an Additional Dwelling Unit in the E-1 zone district, as described in
Sections III. and IV of this Staff Report. The new structures will comply with all ordinance standards of
the E-1 Zone including height and setbacks, parking and open yard, as described in Section IV.

II. Said approval is subject to the following conditions:

A. The two existing oak trees (20” and 24”) on the east side of the property shall be preserved,
protected, and maintained. The recommendations for tree protection during construction,
including the suggested changes to the plans included in the body of the arborist letter report
from Westree dated August 12, 2010, shall be incorporated into the project and included in any
plans submitted for a building permit associated with this project.

B. Construction vehicle/ equipment/ materials storage and staging shall be done on-site. No parking
or storage shall be permitted within the public right-of-way or Greenridge Lane, unless
specifically permitted by the Transportation Manager with a Public Works permit.

C. During construction, free parking spaces for construction workers shall be provided on-site or
off-site in a location subject to the approval of the Transportation Manager.

This motion was passed and adopted on the 10th day of March, 2011 by the Planning Commission of the
City of Santa Barbara, by the following vote:

AYES:4 NOES:0 ABSTAIN:0 ABSENT: 3 (Bartlett, Lodge, Jordan)
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I hereby certify that this Resolution correctly reflects the action taken by the city of Santa Barbara
Planning Commission at its meeting of the above date.

Julie Rodriguez, Planning Commission Secretary Date
PLEASE BE ADVISED:
THIS ACTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION CAN BE APPEALED TO THE CITY COUNCIL

WITHIN TEN (10) CALENDAR DAYS AFTER THE DATE THE ACTION WAS TAKEN BY THE
PLANNING COMMISSION.
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Peter Winn
P.0. Box 22702
Santa Barbara
CA 93121

805-966-3239 _
Cont. Lic. #772299

August 12, 2010

Tom Sanborn
1233 Mission Ridge Road
Santa Barbara, CA 93103

RE: Trees potentially impacted by proposed new residence and guest house.

Dear Tom,

As per your request, this a report addressing the tree protection necessary for the existing trees
on site during the demolition and rebuilding of the proposed new residences.

The site currently only has two Coast Live Oaks (Quercus agrifolia) located to the west of the
existing house that will need to be protected during the project. There is one Phoenix Palm
that is not of concern from the construction but maybe relocated on site according to the
grading plan.

Of the two Coast Live Oaks, the 24”dbh (diameter at breast height) located on the edge of the
existing lawn and to the south of the proposed guest house is in good health and condition,
making it a wonderful asset to the property. In addition to the attached tree protection
measures that must be adhered to, | would like to ensure the drainage from the rain gutters
and hardscape surrounding the guest house does not drain to the root zone of the Oak tree. |
would recommend less water loving plants and more native plant material to be used within
the root area. Otherwise, | do not see any harm coming to this tree.

The second Coast Live Oak, a 20”dbh tree in average health and condition is located on the
edge of the existing concrete deck. This tree will have the breakfast nook built on the edge of
the drip line so | would like to see some form of engineering done with the foundations close to
the tree such as caissons and grade beams to minimize any root damage. The deck will be
replaced with some form of permeable material or pavers on sand. As with the other Oak, |
would encourage more native plant material. Provided all attached tree protection measures
are adhered to | feel this tree will not be adversely impacted.



RECOMMENDATIONS FOR TREE PROTECTION DURING CONSTUCTION.,

e Fence off all trees from construction at the critical root zone or where practical with 6°
chain link or orange construction fence with metal stakes.

e No activities or stofage of construction materials shall be allowed within the fenced areas
unless approved by the project arborist.

¢ Any root disturbance to any of the protected trees shall be done by hand and the project
arborist alerted. :

o All roots encountered shall be cut cleanly with a sharp saw to allow for new root
regeneration, backfilled immediately or kept moist to prevent drying out and dying.

e Any tree affected by the construction process shall be deep-root fertilized to promote
better health and vigor.

e Compaction of the root zone shall be avoided by spreading 3-4” of mulch. If necessary
plywood or equivalent shall be placed on top.

e During hot, dry periods the foliage may need to be washed with high pressure water to
remove construction dust.

e Project arborist shall be notified prior to any activities within the critical root zone.
All trenching of utilities, irrigation and lighting shall not encroach with in the critical root
zone unless approved by the project Biologist or Arborist.

e Native or Specimen trees removed or damaged shall be mitigated, utilizing the current
County recommendations of either 10:1-1gallon, or 5:1- 15gallon or 3:1 24°boxed trees.

Should you have any further questions or comments please do not hesitate to call my office at
805 966 3239.

Peter J.H.
1.S.A. Certified Arborist #921
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